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p. 478. 


Bagdad Land & Lumber Co. vs. L. & 

N. Steel rails, etc. No. 7087; p. 190. 

Ballman-Cummings Furniture Co. et 

al. Fort Smith, Ark., vs. A. T. & 

s F. et al. Furniture. No. 7380; p. 
5. 

Barbaro, A. S., & Co., vs. I. C. et al. 
Rutabago. No. 7038; p. 88. 

Barrett Mfg. Co. vs. "Boston & Maine 
et al. ae paper. No. 7350, Sub. 
No. 1, 729. 

Barrett Mite. Co., Boston and East Bos- 
ton, -Mass., vs. Boston & Maine et al. 
Roofing paper. No. 7350; p. 729. 

Barthedles Seed Co. and Oklahoma 
Traffic Association vs. A. T & S. F. 
et al. Moss. No. 7112; p. 326. 

Bartlett-Hayward Co. vs. B. & O. et 
al. Structural steel. No. 7161; p. 544. 

Battle Creek Chamber of Commerce et 
al., Battle Creek, Mich., vs. B. & O 
et al. Coal. No. 7371; p. 784. 

Becker Brewing & Malting Co. et al., 
Ogden and Salt Lake City, Utah, vs. 
Denver & Rio Grande et al. Beer. 
No. 7489; p. 1031. 

Beebe & Runyan Furn. Co., Omaha, vs. 
Union Pacific et al. Furniture. No. 
7256; p. 658. 


et al. 








; p. 698, 
s. Sea- 
n rock, 


Law- 
et al. 


Detroi c 
ar ser- 
8. 


St. Al- 
». et al, 


ile Co., 
River 
No. 


c. 


N. Y., 
board. 


sburgh, 
r. No. 


k City, 
Empty 


Boston, 
S.. aD. 
ma 2., 
p. 396. 
ie 2, 
. 7134; 
, et al. 
et al. 
p. 190. 
Tenn., 
cific et 
». 1190. 
Argyle, 
al. No. 


wa. C. 
. 7867; 


et al. 
et al. 
et al. 
396. 


les vs. 
Larges. 


les vs. 
larges. 


les VS. 


tching 
p. 900. 


at al, 
Beer. 


a, vs. 
No. 





Beekedal, M. H., re Wis., vs. Chi- 
cago, Minneapoli s, St. Paul & Omaha 
et ai. Lumber. ‘No. 7545; p. 1190. 

Beekman Lumber Co., Kansas City, vs. 
Tremont & Gulf et ‘al. Lumber. No. 
7463; p. 944. 

Belknap, Cc. C., Glass Co., Seattle, 
Wash., vs. Great Northern et al. Win- 
dow glass. No. 7389; p. 785. 

Benjamin, Gustave, vs. M. C. Crude 
ganister rock. No. 7044; p: 181. 

Bergman, D., .& Co., Inc., vs. C. & N. 
W. et al. Packing house products. 
No. 7086; p. 190. 

Berkey & Gay Furniture Co. vs. M. C. 
et al. Furniture. No. 7150; p. 511. 
Berry Coal & Coke Co., Chicago, IIl., 
vs. C. & N. W. et al. Hard coal. No. 

7395; p. 785. 
— Coal & Coke Co., :Chicago, IIl., 
AT & SS. F. Soft coal. No. 
7395, Sub. No. 1; p. 943. 

Berthold & Jennings Lbr. Co., St. 

vs. Alabama Central et 


Louis, Mo., 
al. Lumber. ro 7384; p. 
Best, E. C., Co., A. T. Py = F. et 


al, Car ‘oseglée "setae on potatoes. 
No. 6731, Sub. 1; p. 88. 

Bestwall Mfg. &: F; Chicago and Clear- 
ne, “Eb, -¥e. Ts M. Ss. et al. 
Plasterboard. No "14a: p. 900. 

Bickett Coal & Coke Co., Chicago, vs. 
St. L. I. M. & S. Coal. No. 7470; p. 


944, 
Big Muddy Coal.& Iron Co., St. Louis, 
o., vs. M. K. T. Ry. Co. Soft 
coal. No. 7394; p. 785. 
Birdsboro Stone’ Co., Birdsboro, Pa., 
vs. Pennsylvania Co. -et al. Crushed 
stone. No. 7535; p. 1099. 


Blackburn-Warden Co. et al. vs. I. C. 
et al. Grates. No. 7034; p. 88. 

Bland & Fisher Lumber Co. vs. G. C. 
& z F. et al. Lumber. No. 7022; 
vp. ‘ 


Boardman, W. F., Co., 
vs. Southern Pacific et al. 
decision. No. 7280; p. ae 


Bolles & Rogers vs. C. W. et ak 
Hides. No. 7086, Sub. ‘% - 545. 

Brackett, E. I., Farmington, Minn., vs. 
Cc. M.'& St. P. et al. Coal. No. 
6715, Sub. No. 18; p. 545. 

Bradley Ry. & Timber Supply Co., Du- 
luth, Minn., vs. Canadian Northern 
et al. No. 7551; p. 1190. a 

Brown, J. S., Mercantile Co. vs. Bal- 
timore Steam Packet Co. Canned 
tomatoes. No. 7025; p. 396. 

Brown, J. S., Mercantile Co. vs. M. D. 
& V. et al. Canned tomatoes, No. 
7025, Sub. 4; p. 246. 

Brown, J. S., Mercantile Co. vs. Mary- 
land & Pennsylvania Co. et al. 
Canned goods. No. 7025; p. 33. 

Brown, J. S., Mercantile Co. vs. N. Y. 
and Baltimore Transportation Line et 
al. eames goods. No. 7025, Sub. 1; 
Pp. 

Brown, J. §&., Mercantile Co. vs. North- 
ern Central et al. Canned tomatoes. 
No. 7025, Sub. 2; p. 190. 

Brown, J. §., Mercantile Co. vs. Stew- 


San Francisco, 
Switching 


artstown R. R. Co. et al. Canned 
tomatoes. No. 7025, i 5; p. 396. 
Brown, W. M., Co. vs. S. F. et 


No. “046, Sub. 15; p. 
Bryant Lumber Co., Fourche, Ark. vs. 
CG. Rite & 


al, ‘Dunnage. 
131. 


P. et al. Lumber. No. 
7313; p. 698. 
Buckeye Lumber Co., Van Zandt, 
Wash., vs. Northern Pacific. Lum- 


ber. .No. 7116, Sub. No. 2; p. 646. 
Buckeye Lumber Co. vs. Northern Pa- 
cific. Shingles. No. 7190; P. 545. 
Buchanan Coal Co. vs. C. R. & P. 
eo charges on coal. No. 7033; 


Buffalo, Attica, & Arcade Ry. Co. vs. 
Buffalo & Susquehanna et al, Switch- 
ing, etc. No. 7047; p. 33. 

Buffalo Bottling Co. ., Reno, Nev., vs. 
Seuthern Pacific. Beer. No. 7370, 
Sub. No. 5; p. 784. 

Buffalo Chamber of Commerce and 
Corn Exchange of Buffalo vs. Buffalo 
Creek R. R. Co. et al. Grain and 
products. No. 7187; p. 545. 

Buffalo Chamber of Commerce and 
Corn Exchange of. Buffalo vs. B. & 
O. et al. Grain. No. 7197; p. 546. 

Buffalo Lumber Exchange and Buffalo 
Chamber of Commerce vs. Alabama 
Central Ry. et al. Transit rules. No. 
7506; p. 1064. 

Bu ffalo Specialty Co., Buffalo, vs. Wa- 
— al, Liquid’ cement. No. 7365; 
p. ° 
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.Bulkley, J. S., & Co., Los Angeles, Cal., 
vs. Pennsylvania Go, et al. Lumber. 
No. 7346; p. 729. 

Burns, Jay, Baking Co. vs. American 
Express Co. et al. Pie containers. 
No. 7097; p. 191. 

Burson Knitting Co. vs. C.I. & §S. et 
al. Hosiery. No. 7180; p. 545. 

Burson Knitting Co. et ‘al., Rockford, 
ll, vs. C. M. -& G. et al. Knitting 
factory products. No. 7289; p. 659. 

Burton, L. C., vs. A. T. & s. . et al. 
Dunnage. No. 6946, Sub. 10; p. 33. 

Butler, J. W., Paper Co., Chicago, vs: 


Canadian Pacific et al. Paper. No. 
7285; p. 659. 

Butler, J. W., oe ow ene vs. 
M. St. P. & S. ae al. Print- 
ing paper. No. 7303, 698. 

Byers Bros. & Co. vs. U. ». et al. Live 
stock. No. 7172; p. 545. 

Byrd-Matthews Lbr. Co. et al., Helen, 


Ga., vs. Gainesville & Northwestern 
et al. Unreasonable rates. No. 7295; 
p. 659. 

Cairo Milling Co. vs. M. & O. Molasses. 
No. 7182; p. 545. 

Centennial School Supply Co., Denver, 
Colo., vs. Lehigh Valley R. R. et al. 
Blackboards. No. 7418; p. 899. 

Chattanooga Packet Co. vs. Illinois 
Central et al. Classes and commod- 
ities. No. 7211; p. 592. 

California Pine Box & Lbr. Co., San 
Francisco, Cal. and Williams, Ariz., 
vs. A. T. & S. F. et.al. Box shooks. 
No. 7020, Sub. No. 1; p. 658. 

California ee Cement Co., Los 
Angeles, Cal., he S. F. et al. 
Shingle bade. aie. 7558; p. 1190. 

Chattanooga Chemical Co. vs. C. N. O. 
& ea Ry. Tin signs. No. 7531; 
Pp. 


California Ice Co., Chicago, vs. Min- 
~ neapolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste. Marie 
et al. Ice. No. 7502; p. 1099. 


California Pine Box & Lbr. Co. San 

‘ Francisco, Cal. and Williams, Ariz., 
vs. A. T. & S. F. Forest products. 
No. 7407; p. 845. ; 

Cambridge’ Tile Mfg. Co., Covington, 
Ky., vs. Atlantic Coast Line et al. 
Bulk clay. No. 7283; p. 659. 

Canales, M.. Cuidad Jaurez, Mex. and 

El Paso, Tex., vs. Galveston, Harris- 
burg & San Antonio et al. Mexican 
sugar. No. 7238; p. 658. . 

— Girardeau Portland Cement Co. 

t. L. & S. F. et al. Cement. No. 
7109, Sub. oe 

Cape Girardeau ye Cement Co. 
vs. < & S. F. et al. Cement. No. 
7109; Uae 

Cape Ghrardeau Portland Cement Co. 
vs. St. L. & S. F. et al. Cement. No. 
7109, Sub. 2; p. 396. 

Cape "Girardeau Portland Cement Co. 
vs. St. L. & S. F. et al. Cement. No. 
7109, Sub. 3; p. 396. 

Cape Girardeau Portland Cement Co. 
vs. a & S. F. etal. Cement. No. 
7100; Mot 

Capital Poity Oil =, Co., Ltd., et al. 

Y. M. V. 1 


al. Cottonseed 

oil No. 7031; p. ge 
Carey, Phil, Mfg. Co. et al., Lockland 
and Rockdale, O., vs. Grand Trunk 


Asbestos 
sand. No. 7453; p. 943. 

Cargill Elevator Co., Minneapolis, Minn.. 
vs. Great Northern et al. Coal. No. 
7281, Sub. No. 7; p. 699. 

Carroll. George D., Grand Forks, N. D., 
vs. Great Northern. Scrap sheet 
Piling. No. 7435; p. 900. 

Carter, es H., Boston, Mass., vs. 
M. St. & S. S. M. et al. Excess 
bagga Las No. 7479; p.- 983. 

Carter Car Co. and Oakland Motor Car 
Co. of Michigan, Pontiac, Mich., vs. 
Kanawha & — et al. Soft 


No. 7122; p. 396. 
Catoosa Limestone Products Co. vs. W. 
A. R. R. et al. Crushed stone. No. 


7062; p. 132. 
Centennial School Supply Co. vs. C. 
= I. et al. Blackboards. No. 7068, 


132. 

Cistenaias School Supply Co. vs. C. I. 
& S. et al.. No. 7115; p. 326. 

Chattanooga Sewer Pipe & orire Brick 
Co., vs. Southern et al. Sewer pipe. 

Chelsea eR Janing Co., Chelsea, 

efining Co., e 

Mo. ‘a et al. Fuel oil. 
p. 8, 


Okla., vs. 
No. 7537; 








Chicago House Wrecking Co., Chicago 
vs. C. R. I. & P. et al. Iron roofing, 
etc. No. 7246; p. 658. 

ee o Lumber & Coal Co., East St. 

uis vs. oe Pacific. Building 
oa roofing pa No. 7368; p. 730. 

Chickasaw Lbr. > Demopolis, Ala. vs 
L & N. ae ae 
No. 7316; p. 699. 


Christensen Imes Lumber Co., Florence, 
Minn. vs. Gt. Northern hard and soft 
coal. No. 7498, Sub. No. 3; p. 1064. 

Christensen Imes Lumber Co., Hinckley, 
vs. Northern Pacific et al. Soft and 
hard coal. No. 7498; p. 1064. 

Cincinnati, O., Grain Co. vs. Louisville 
& Nashville. Feed. No. 7406; p. 845. 

Church, Norman . Los Angeles, vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Dunnage lum- 
ber. No. 6946, Sub. No. 20; p. 623. 

Cincinnati Sheet’ Metal & Roofin Co., 
Cincinnati vs. B. orru- 
gated iron. No. 7363; “p. 730. 

ow Ice Delivery Co., Sandusky, O. vs. 

Pere Marquette et al. Haulage charge. 
No. 7496; p. 1032. 

Clark, E. W., Motor Co. vs. M. C. et 

al. ‘Automobiles and parts. No. 7169; 


p. 5 

Cleveland Salt Co., Cleveland, O. vs. 
Pennsylvania Co. et al. Salt. No. 
7270; p. 8. 

Coal Operators” Traffic Bureau of St. 
Louis vs. Illinois Central et al. Soft 
coal. No. 7505; p. 1099. 

Coe, Converse & Edwards vs. B. & O. 
. ce et al. Nursery stock. No, 7174; 


ote ahamanie Rail & Steel os St. 
Louis, Mo. vs. St. L. & S. R. R. 
et al. Iron pipe. No. 7449; p. Mas. 

Cohn —, me . Co., Chicago vs. 

T. = 2 a. spy D. eas. 

Colonial * wane Oo. 
Pennsylvania Co. et “a galt, No. 
7269; Page 659. 

Colonial Salt Co. vs. Pennsylvania Co. 
et al. Salt. No. 7271; p. 659. 

Colonial Salt Co. vs. P. Co. 
Salt. No. 7160; p. 544. 

Columbus, Ga. Board of Trade vs. At- 
lantic Coast Line et al. Scrap iron. 
No. 7258; p. 658. 

Commercial Club of Grand Island and 
Chamber of Commerce of Hastings, 
Neb. vs. M. K. T. et alk. Commod- 
ity rates. No. 7488; p. 1031. 

Commercial Exchange of Philadelphia 
vs. Pennsylvania R. R. et al. Loading 
charge. No. 7439: p. 943. 

Commercial Exchange of Philadelphia 
vs. P. R. R. et al. Storage rules. No. 
7494; p. 1032, 

Conners-Wevman Steel Co., Birming- 
ham and Helena, Ala. vs. Seaboard Air 
Line et al. Cotton tie buckles. No. 
7512; p. 1099. 

Consumers Refining Co., Chicago, Ill. 

M. K. & T. et al. Petroleum. No. 
7245; p. 592. 

Corning Glass Works vs. P. R. R. and 
D. & L. W. Cullet. No. 7119; p. 396. 

Cnn © Bluffs, Ia. Commercial Club vs. 


et al. 


W. et al. Class rates. No. 
7461; Dp. 944. 

Crook, oe & Co., Hicksville, O. vs. N. 
es & St. L. et al. Logs. No. 
7471; "p. 944. 

Crookston Lbr, Co. et al., Minneapolis 


vs. Great Northern et al. Coal. No. 
7281, Sub. No. 4; p. 699. 

Crookston Milling Ca., Crookston, Minn. 
vs. Great Northern. Grain, No. 7281; 


p. 659. 

Crouch, A. B., Grain Co. et al., Fort 
Worth, Tex. and elsewhere vs. A. T. 
& S. F. et al. Grain. No. 7518: p. 


1099. 
Cudahy Packing Co., Chicago, Ill. vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Fresh meats and 
No. 7519; 


Cudahy Refining Oo. Wa. hs. “FP. 


Lager house products. 


&S 
No. Tae: 


= = Petroleum tailings. 
Cohahs Refining Co., atanen Ill. and 
Coffeyville, Kan, vs. A. & S. F. et 


al. Petroleum. No. i231: p. 657. 
Cummings, Rinaldo L., West Paris, 
Canada vs. pee & Maine et al. Ap- 
ples. No. 7321; 


699. 
‘Curtis and Cartside Co., et Sen 


Traffic Assn. vs. A. T. 

Hoe finishing arial. S No. 7189: 

Dallas (Tex.) Cooperage and Wooden- 
ware Co. vs. Gulf, Colorado & Santa 
- Switching charges, No. 7425; p 


900. 

Del Valle, Y. R., vs. San Pedro, Los 
Angeles & Salt Lake et al.. Dunnage. 
No, 6946, Sub, No. 16; p. 131. 
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Department of Traffic of the Commer- 
cial Club of Kansas City vs. C. B. & 
es al, No. 7501; p. 


Des Moines Saw Mill Company vs. M. 
& St. L. et al. Gun stocks. No. 
7241; p. 658. 

Detroit Coal Exchange & Building & 
Painters’ Exchange of Detroit, Mich. 
vs. Mich. Cent. R. R. Tariff I.-C. Cc. 
4682. No. 7527; p. 1099.‘ 

Dewey Bros. Co., Blanchester, O. vs. B. 
& 2% W. et al. Grain. No. 7359; 
p. 730. 

Dewey Bros. Co., Blanchester, O. vs. B. 
& O. S. W. et al. Grain products. 
No. 7170, Sub. No. 1; p. 658. 

Dewey Bros. Co., Blanchester, O. vs. P. 


Class rates, 


c. Cc. & St. L. et al. Grain products. 
No. 7170, Sub. No. 2; p. 658. 
Dewey Bros, Co., Blanchester, oo wa 


Baltimore & Ohio et al. Bran and 


middlings. No. 7227; p. 657. 
Dewey Bros. <a, Blanchester, O. vs 
P. Cc. C. & St. L. et al. Dried grains. 


No. 7210; p. 623. 
Dewey Bros. Co., Blanchester, O. vs. B. 
& O- S. W. et ‘al. Corn. No. 7195; p. 


Dewey Bros. Co., Blanchester, O. vs, P. 
Cc. Cc. & &t. L. et al.. Cotton seed 
meal, No. 7192; p. 546. 

Dewey Bros. Co. vs. N. & W. Grain. 
No. 7045; p. 131. 

Dewey Bros. Co. vs. B. & O. S. W. et 
“. Grain and products. No. 7170; p. 


Dewey Portland Cement Co. vs. C. C. 
Cc. & St. L. et al. Repair parts. No. 
7057; p. 131. 

Diamond Crystal Salt Co., St. Clair, 
Mich. vs. Michigan Central et al. Salt. 
No. 7282; p. 659. 

Doran & Co., Cincinnati, O. vs. N. C. 
& * L. et al. Cross ties. No. 7252; 
Dp. a 

Drappo, E. L., Reno, Nev. vs. Southern 
Pacific. _— and coal. No. 7370; 
Sub. No. 4; p. 784. 

Dubuque Altar Mfg. Co. vs. C. G. W. 


et al. —_ No. 7464; p. 944. 
Dunnington G., et al., New Orleans, 
La. vs. Nashiviile, Chattanooga & St. 
oe et al. Tobacco. No. 7549; p. 
Du Pont, E. I., de Nemours Powder Co. 
vs. C. & Ww. Explosives. No. 7154; 


Durham Coal & Iron Co, et al, va. CG 
of G. et al. No. 7036: p. 88. 

Dyersburg, Tenn. et al. vs. Ilinots Cen- 
tral. Coal. No. 7220; p. 657. 

Eagle Ice Co. et al., Chieago, Ill. vs. 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Ry. 
Co. et al, Ice. No. 7556; p. 1190. 

Eastern Motor Car Co. vs. A. T. & S. 
F. et al. Dunnage. No. 6946, Sub. 
No. 17; p. 396, 

Eastern Oregon Lumber Producers’ 
Assn, vs. Oregon-Washington R. R. & 


ag a et al. Lumber. No. 7251; 

Dp. b 

Eastern Oregon Lumber’ Producers’ 
Assn, vs. = B. & Q. et al. Lumber. 


No. 7399; 785. 

Eden vale ‘Lumber Co. vs. M. St. P. 
& Sault Ste. Marie. Merchandise. 
No. 6715, Sub. No. 12; p. 545. 

Ehrman, I. vs. Y. & M. V. et al. Whisky. 
No. 7095; p. 191. 

Empire Cotton Oil Co., Atlanta, Ga. vs. 


Birmingham & Atlantic et al. Slag. 
No, 7222; p. 657. 

Este, Charles, Co. vs. A. C. L. et al. 
Lumber. No. 7074; p. 190. 


Fairmont Creamery Co., Buffalo, N. Y. 


vs. Adams Express et al. Cream. 
No. 7514; p. 1099. 

Fairmont Creamery Co., Omaha, Neb. 
vs. oe Pacific. Butter. . No. 7267; 
p. \ 

Fairmont Creamery Co., Omaha, Neb. 


vs. C B. & Q. 

No. 7268; p. 659. 

Fall River *Bleachery vs. Atlantic Coast 
Line et al. Cotton piece goods. No. 
7466; p. 944. 

Farmers’ Elevator Co., Park River, N. 
D. vs. Great Northern By: Coal,. No. 
7281, Sub. No. 8; p.7 

Farmers’ Grain & M ine ‘Co., Mayville, 
N. D. vs. Great Northern. Coal. No. 
7281, Sub. No. 6; p. 699. 


Egg carrier fillers. 


Fedder, William, St. Louis, Mo. vs. 
Southern Express. Green beans. No. 
7414; p. 846 


Felin, John J., & Co., Inc., Nice Town, 
Philadelphia, Pa. vs. Philadelphia & 
Reading. Hogs. No. 7432; p .900. 

Finch Bros., Duluth and: elsewhere vs. 
M. St. P. & S. S. M. et al. Ties. No. 
7242; p. 658, 


Fischer Lime & Cement Co., Memphis, 
Tenn. vs. Southern Ry. et al. Cement. 
No. 7391; p. 785. 

Fitzgerald, —Ihomas, Co, vs. B. R. & 
fii Building material. No. 7149; p. 


Florence Wagon Naot, Florence, Ala. 
vs. P, Cc. C. & St. L. et al. Iron an. 
ings, etc. No. 6775, Sub. No. 1; p. 699. 

Florence ena Wagon Works ve. M. 
oO. Pe G. et al. Wagon wood. No. 
7145; §11. 

Florida "halves Exchange, Tampa, Fla. 


vs, Atlantic Coast Line et al. Citrus 
fruits. No. 7468; p. 944. 
Florida Cypress Co.,. Ine., Pensacola, 


Fla. vs. L. & N. et al. Cypress. No. 
7455; p. 944. 

Ford Motor Co., Highland Park, Mich. 
vs, Wabash R. R. Automobile wheels. 
No. 7415, Sub. No. 2; p. 1137. 

Ford Motor Co., Highland Park, Mich. 
vs, Grand Trunk Western et al. Ve- 
hicle wheels. No. 7415; p. 846. 

Ford Motor Co., Highland Park, Mich. 
vs. Grand Trunk Western et al. Auto 
dashes and steering gears. No. 7415, 
Sub. No. 1; p. 846. 

Ford Paving Co., ‘Cedar Rapids and 
Omaha vs. Missouri Pacific. Paving 
brick. No. 7424, Sub. No. 2; 900. 

Fort Smith Traffic Bureau, Fort Smith, 
Ark. vs. C. R. I. & P.-.et al. Class 
rates. No. 7209; p. 623. 

Fort Wayne Corrugated Paper Co. vs. 
Wabash et al.. Fiber board. No. 7073; 


p. 190. 
Fort Worth Elevators Co. vs. A. T. & S. 
z et al. Alfalfa hay. No. 7403; p. 
Frank Brothers, Reno, Nev. vs. South- 
rae poem. Beer. No. 7370, Sub. No. 
Freight Bureau, Chamber of Commerce, 


Macon, Ga. vs. Georgia, Florida & 
Southern et al. Class rates. No. 
7212; p. 623. 


Friend, Charles, & Co. vs. C. & N. W. 
et al. Packing house products. No. 
7086, Sub. No. 1; p. 190. 


Fulkerson, Henry 'C., Perrin, Mo. vs. 
Cc. ay I. & P. et al. Sand. No. 7228; 
p. . 


Garcia, Eliza vs. Galveston, Harrisburg 
& San Antonio et al. Passenger fare. 
No. 7105; p. 246. 


General Chemical Co., Chicago vs. Chi- 
cago & Eastern Illinois et al. Sul- 
phate of Alumina. No. 7533; p. 1099. 


Gilbert Creamery Co., Portsmouth, O. 
vs. Southern et al. Canned goods. 
No. 7012, Sub. No. 1; p. 699. 


Gilhousen, C. E., Los Angeles, Cal. vs. 
A. T. & S. F et al. Dunnage lum- 
ber. No. 6946, Sub. No, 19; p. 623. 


Gilman, I., & Co., New York City vs. 
Maine Central R. R. et al. News 
printing and wrapping paper. No. 
7410; p. 846. 

Glenny, William, Glass Co., Cincinnati 
and Lancaster, O. vs. Hocking Valley 
Ry. Co. et al. Window glass. No. 
7382;; p. 785. 

Globe Grain & Milling Co., Los Angeles, 
Cal. vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Wheat, 
corn and oats. No. 7305; p: 698. 

Goldie, Wm., Jr., & Co., Bay City. 
Mich, vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. Woo 
en tie plugs. No. 7232; p. 657. 

Goodwin Car Co. vs. M. Kk. Ps T. et al. 
Wrecked cars. No. 7118; 326. 

Grand Island Commercial ‘club and the 
Chamber of Commerce of Hastings, 
Neb. vs. New York Central et al. 
a and commodity rates. No. 7474; 
p. b 

Grand Rapids Plaster Co., Grand 
Rapids, Mich. vs. Ann Arbor R. R. 
i al. Plasterboard. No. 7234; 
Pp. . 

Grand Trunk Ry. Co. of Canada. . Op- 
eration of ferry boats. No. 7055; p. 88. 

Grasseilli Chemical Co., Cleveland, O. 
vs. L. & N. Sulphuric acid. No. 
7288; p. 659. 

Great Western Milling Co., Los Angeles 
vs. Southern Pacific. Switching 
charge. No. 7206, Sub. No. 6; p. 983. 

Great Western Smelting and Refining 
Co., Chicago, Ill. vs. B. & O. S. W. et 
al. Spelter. No. 7224: p. 657. 

Great Western Smelting & neers Co., 
Chicago, Ill. vs. Oregon Short Line et 
al, Scrap brass. No. 7266; &; 659. 

Great Western Smelting & Refining Co., 
Chicago, Ill. vs. Oregon Short Line 
et al. Scrap brass. No. 7266, Sub. 
No. 1; p._659. 

Green, G. W., & pan Kingsville, Ont. 
vs. Sou. Ry. Wagon material. 
No, 7516; p. 1099, 


Gruber, John D., Co. vs. G. N. et al, 
Coal. No. 6988, Sub. No. 1; p. 131. 
Guilford Lumber Mfg. Co., Greensboro, 
N. Cc. vs. Southern et al. Window 

glass. No. 7540; p. 1138, 

Gulf Lumber Co., Fullerton, La. and 
East St.Louis vs. Galveston, Har- 
risburg & San Antonio et al. Lumber, 
No. 7293: p. 659. 

Gund, John, era on La Crosse, 
Wis. vs. C. & Q. R. R. Co. et al. 
Beer. No. 7337: p. 699. 

Hamilton, S. Ward, Co., Chicago vs. ¢. 
M. & St. P. et al. Chicken coops, 
No, 7326; p. 699. 

Hammer, T. B. vs. A. C. L. et al. Lum. 
ber. No. 7163; p. 5465. 


Harmon, F. S., & Co. vs. C. & N. W. 
et al.’ Metai ee for chairs. No. 
7184; p. 545. 


Harris, F. E., Los. Angeles, Cal. vs. 
Southern Pacific. Switching charzes, 
No. 7206, Sub. No. 8 (correct); p. 1/90, 

Hartje Paper Mfg. Co., Pittsburgh, Pa. 
and Steubenville. vs. Penna. R. R. et 
al. Pulpwood. No. 7492; p. 1032. 

Hartley, Emily, et al., Rockford, Til. vs. 
CG. &N. W. et al. Tourist ‘tick: ts, 
No. 7458; p. 944. 

Hawley Roller Mill Co., Hawley, Minn. 
vs. Northern Pacific. Coal. No. 
7498, Sub. No. 1; p. 1064. 


Heidtmann, H. C., Reno, Nev. vs. 
Southern Pacific. Beer. No. 7370, 
‘Sub. No. 2; p. 730. 


Heinz, H. J., Company, Pittsburgh vs. 
Pere Marquette et al. Kraut brine. 
No. 7536, Sub. No. 2; > 137. 

Heinz, H. J., Company, ttsburgh vs. 
Pere Marquette et al. Kraut brine. 
No. 7536, Sub. No. 1; p. 1137. 

Heinz, H. J., Co., Pittsburgh vs. Pere 
Marquette et al, Kraut brine. No. 
7536; p. 1099. 

Henderson Commercial Club vs. [Il- 
linois Central et al. Class and com- 
modity rates. No. 7286; p. 659. 

Herron, R. W., Co., Los Angeles, Cal 
vs. Southern Pacific. oe switch- 
ing charges. . =" WP; 

Heyman, Oscar, & e Tork vs. 
Rutland Transit =” et al. Bottle 
straw covers. No. 7291; p. 659. 

Heyser, W. E., Lumber Co., Cincinnati, 
O. vs, Kanawa & W. Va. et ail. Lum- 
ber. No. 7522; p. 1099. 

Hice Mfg. Co. vs. Charleston & West- 
= et al. Table rims. No. 7098; p. 

Hines Condensed Milk Co. et al. vs. 
Pa. R. R. Co. et al. Condensed miik. 
No. 7027; p. 88. 

Hinton Bros., Lumber Co., Lumber- 
ton, Miss. vs. Gulf & Ship Island R. 
R; et al. Lumber. No. 7208: p. 623. 

Hinton Bros. Lbr. Co., Lumberton, Miss. 
vs. Ala. & Miss. et al. Log skidder. 
No. 7279; p. 659. 

Hirsch, Cal, & Sons Iron & Rail Co., 
St. Louis vs. Mobile & Ohio. Scrap 
tin. No, 7475; p. 983. 

Holland-Blow Stave Co., Decatur, Ala. 
vs. L. & N. Stave-bolts, No. 7419; 


Pp. 899. 
Holland-Blow Stave Co., Decatur, Ala. 


vs. Illinois Central et al. Staves. No. 
7193; p. 546. 

Homer, R. B. Lumber Co., Baltimore, 
Md. vs. Southern et al. Lumber. 


No. 7457: p. 944. 
Hood, R:. Miffin, Atlanta, Ga., vs. South- 
ern Ry. Brick. No. 7201; p. 592. 
Hooker Lime & Stone Co., Chattanooga, 
Tenn., and Hooker, Ga., vs. N. C. & 
St. eo Limestone fertilizer. No. 7358; 
Dp. i 

Hormel, G. A., & Co. vs. C. G. W. et 
al. Packing house products. No. 
7198; p. 545. . 

Hossafous, H. C.,; Dayton, O., vs. P. 
Se & St.°L. Logs. No. 7265; p. 


Houston Coal Co., Elkhorn, W. Va., vs. 


Pennsylvania Co. et al. Coal. No. 
7317; p. 699. 
Houston (Texas) Gas Co. vs. N. C. R. 
x et al. Gas meters. No. 7104; p. 
Houston Packing Co., Houston, Tex., 
vs. Houston, East & West Texas et 
= Live paige and dress meat. 
7542; p. 1138. 
Egunten Packing Co., Houston, Tex., 


vs. International & Great Northern et 
al. Packing house products. No. 


7552; p. 1190. 
Howard, W. D., Motor Car Co. vs. S. 
P. et al. Dunnage. No. 6946, Sub. 12; 


; a 
Hunkins-Willis Lime & Cement Co. 
vs. Illinois Southern et al. Lime. 
No, 7039; p. 131, 
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Huron Milling Co. vs. C. & N. W. 
whet and aces No.. 7077, Sub. 1; 
p. 

Hutchinson Traffic Bureau vs. A. T. & 
Ss. F. et al. Weite'’p flour and grain 
products. No. 7530; 1099. 

Hydraulic Pressed Brick Co., St. Louis 
and Omaha, vs. Missouri Pacific. 
Paving brick. No. 7424, Sub. No. 1; 
p. 900. 

lllinois Poultry & Egg Shippers’ Assn. 
vs. C. C. C. & St. L. et al. _ Iced 
dressed poultry. No. 7538; p. 1138. 

Illinois Steel Bridge Co. vs. C. a n Q. 
te eo iron and steel. No. 
7 

Ir adependent Brewing Assn., Chicago, vs. 
Cc. M. . P. et al. Beer and émpty 
beer oot oy No. 7387; p. 785. 

Independent Ice, Feed & Fuel Co. et al., 
San Bernardino County, Cal., vs. S. P. 
L. A. & S. L. et al.’ Merchandise. 
No. 7369; p. 730. 


Indian Refining Co., Inc., New York 
City- & Lawrenceville, Ill., vs. South- 
ern Ry. Gasoline. No. 7398; p. 785. 
Indiana Foundry Co., Ltd., Indiana, Pa., 
vs. Pennsylvania R. R. et al. Sand 
dryers. No. 7328; p. 699. 

Indiana Silo Co., Anderson, Ind., vs. P. 
Cc. C. & St. L. Silos. No. 7204: p. 623. 

Indiana se ‘s Lbr. Co., Indianapo- 
lis vs. St. I. M. & S. et al. Logs. 
No. 7476; = * 983. 

Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce vs. 
C, 7 St. L. et al. Class and 
commodity rates. No. 7355; p. 730. 
indianapolis Chamber of Commerce vs. 
a... Cc, & L. et al. Class and 
commodity rates. No. 7472; -p. 944. 

indianapolis Chamber of Commerce vs. 
Cc. .& & St. L. Ry. Tepe and 
discriminatory rates. No. 7480; 983. 
industrial Traffic Assn., Philadephia, 
Pa., vs. N. Y. C. & H. R. et al. Dy- 
namos and transformers. No. 7513; 
p. 

Ingersoll, Amory & Co., Boston, Mass., 
vs. Southern Pacific et al. Cotton. 
No. 7401; p. 845. 

interior Lumber Co., Pittsburgh, Pa., vs. 
— et al. Lumber. No. 7483; p. 

International Salt Co., New York, vs. 
Lepage Valley et al. Salt. No. 7390; 


p. : 

International Salt Co., New York, vs. 
Lehigh Valley. Salt. No. 7390, Sub. 
No. 1; p. 846. ; 

Jackson (Mich.) Chamber of Commerce 
vs. Ann Arbor R. R. et al. Coal. No. 
7089; p. 190. 


Jackson (Mich.) Chamber of Commerce 
vs. Michigan Central et al. Class 
rates. No. 7294; p. 659. 


Jackson (Mich.) Chamber of Commerce 
vs. Philadelphia and Reading et al. 
Steel. No. 7092; p. 190. 

Jacob, Andrew A., & Co. et me Nees 9 
Francisco, vs. A. T. @- &. 

Millinery. No. 7500; Dp. 1064. 

Jaeger, Otto, Wheeling, W. Va., vs. 
Ann Arbor R. R. et al. Mileage books. 
No. 7249; p. 658. 


Jennison Bros. vs. C. & N. W. et al. 
Flour, etc. No. 7077, Sub. "Bs . 246. 
Jennison Bros. & Co. vs. C. “WwW. et 


al. Flour, etc. No. 7077; p. 247. 
Jergens, Andrew, Co., Cincinnati, vs. 
P. C. C. & St. L. et al. Soap. No. 
7310; p. 698. 
Johns-Manville, H. W., Co., New York, 
vs. Southern’ Pacific et al. Califor- 
nia switching cases. No. 7280; p. 


1099. 
Jones & Adams Coal Co, vs. L. & N. et 
al. -Coal. No. 7164; p. 545. 


_ Kansas Chemical Mfg. Co. vs. C. R. I. 
= P. -Ammoniacal liquor. No. 7129; 


396. 
Kansas Sy Live Stock Exchange vs. 
. T. & S. F. et al. Cattle. No. 7427; 
< 


900. 
Kawneer Mfg. Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. 
Copper bars, etc. No. 7123; = 


Kennedy, James, & Co., Ltd, Cincin- 
nati, O., vs. Kanawha & West Vir- 
ginia et al. Export. Np, 7426; iD. 900. 

Kerrihard Co., Red Oak, Ia., = outh- 
ern et al. Pig iron. No. 7429 ; p. 900. 

Kilby Locomative & Machine Works, 
Anniston, Ala., vs.. Southern et al. 

Logging cars. No. 7485; p. 

King Lumber & Mfg. Co., Nocatee, Fia., 
vs. M. & St. P. et al Machinery. 
No. i510: p. 1099, 

King Powder Co. et al. vs. P. 

Co. “est al. Nitrate of soda. No. Rak: 
p. 


Kirk, Walter R., Chicago, Ill., vs. M. K. 
& T. Ry. Co. of Texas et al. Grease 
in barrels. No. 7297; page 659. 

Kissel Automobile Co. vs. S. P. Co. et. 
al. Dunnage. No. 646, Sub, 9; p. 33. 

Knapp Supply Co., Union City, Ind., vs. 
Ohio Electric Ry. Pipe. No. 7451; p. 


943, 

Knight Mercantile Co. vs. Wabash R. R. 
Motorcycle. No. = p. 190. 

Knowlton, A. * ee M. C. et al. Coal. 
No. 6951; $iran 

Koshkonong- randsville Fruit Shippers’ 
Assn. vs, & S. F. et al. Peaches. 
No. 7064; why 

Kundtz, Theodore, Cleveland, O. vs. St. 
Louis & San Francisco et al. Saw 
logs. No. 7547; p. 1190. 


Laehman, A., & Co. et al. San Fran- 
cisco vs. Southern Pacific et al. Wine. 
No. 7380; p. 899. 

Lachman, "A. & Co. et al. vs. South- 
ern Pacific et al. Wine. No. 7380; p. 


785. 

La Crosse Shippers’ Assn. et al., La 
Crosse, Wis., and elsewhere, vs. Cc. & 
N. W. et al. Class rates. No. 7248; 


p. 658. 

Lamb & Fish Lumber Co., Charleston, 
Miss., vs. Yazoo & Mississippi Val- 
ny et al. Gum lumber. No. 7217; 


p. ‘ 
Landegrin Bros., Oldham, Tex., vs. Ari- 
zona Eastern. Stock cars. No. 7247; 


Pp. 658. 

Lane, A., & Co., Reno, Nev., vs. South- 
ern Pacific. Wood and coal. No. 
7370, Sub. No. 3; p. 730. 

La Rue, W. G., Duluth, Minn., and 
Ablemans, Wis., vs. D. M. & N. Ry. 
Steel boilers. No. 7338; p. 729. 

Lee, G. H., Co. vs. C. R. L & P. In- 
cubators and brooders. No. 7083; p. 


190. 

Lewis, F. J., Mfg. Co. vs.. Wabash. 
Petroleum tar. No. 7155; p, 544. 
Lewis, McNutt, Brazil, Ind., vs. Penn- 
sylvania Co. et al. Sewer. ipe and 

flue lining. No. 7318; p. ; 
Lidgerwood Mill Co. et al., Lenian, 
a ., VS. M. St. P. & 8. S. M. Coal. 
7281, Sub. No. 5; p. 699. 
igeoraeek Mill Co. vs. PM. st. P. & S. 
Ste. Marie. Wheat and flour. No. 
7077, Sub. 4; p. 190. 
beg -Stewart Motor Co. et al. vs. M. 
et al. Motor cars. No. 7141; p. 


478. 

Lippard-Stewart Motor Co. et al., Buf- 
falo, N. Y., vs. Michigan Central et 
al. Cars. No. 7194; p. 546. 

Lone Star Brewing Co. vs. M. K. & T. 
2 =. Wooden bungs. No.: 7069; p. 
1 


Longo, M., Fruit.Co. et al. St. Louis, 
vs. Illinois Traction System et al. 
“Owners” risk rule. No. 7454; p. 944. 

Lookout Refining xs Chattanooga, 
Tenn., vs. L. & N. ‘et al. Stearine. 
No. 7446; p. 943. 

Los ‘Angeles Alco Motor Sales Co. vs. 
A. & S. F. et al. Dunnage. No. 
6946, “Sub. 11; p. 33. 

Louisiana Cypress Lumber Co., Ltd., vs. 
T. & P. et al. Lumber. No. 7162; Dp. 


544, 

Louisiana Ry. & Nav. Co. vs. Artesian 
Belt R. R. Co. et al. Lumber and 
railroad ties. No. 7364; p. 730. 

Ludowici-Celadon Co., Chicago, IIl., vs. 
Florida East Coast Ry. Co. et al. Tile. 
No. 7396; p. 785. 

a Celadon Co., Chicago, vs. M. 

= 2 T. et al. Roof tiling. No. 7465; 
Dp. 

MacClemons, Mount Ayr, Ia., vs. C. 

B. & Q. Horses and mules. No. 7243; 


p. 699, 
Magnolia Petroleum Co. vs. Aransas 
Pass hannel & Dock Co. et al. 


Wharfage charges. No. 7032; p. 88. 
Manufacturers’ Supply Co. vs. 

t. L. et al. Machinery, etc. No. 
7046; 131, 
Mapes, Xe, W., Marion, O., vs. Great 
Northern et al. Wool. No. 7349; Dp. 


729. 
Marietta Knitting Co. et al., Marietta, 
S. vs. N. C. & St. > et al. Knit 


uetiastin Green Bay Mfg. Co. o Mari- 
nette, Wis., vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. 
Excelsior. ’ No. 7493; p.- 1032. 

Marshall and Jefferson, Cities of, Tex., 
vs. Texas Pacific and Galveston, Har- 
risburg & San Antonio et al. Class 
and commodity rates. No. 7312; p. 


658. 

Martin, D. B., Co., Philadelphia, Pa.., 
vs. Penna, R. R. Refrigerator cars. 
No. 7260; p. 658. 





Mascari Bros vs. St. L. & San Fran- 
cisco et al. Wine. No. 7042; p. 131. 
McCauley, George A., Anoka, Minn., 
vs. Great Northern et al. Coal. No. 

6715, No. 22; p.. 546. 
McCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. C. St. P. 
. & O. et al. Corn. No. 6651, Sub. 


qT; p. 246. 
McCaull- Dinsmore Co. vs. C. St. 
& O. Corn. No, 6936, Sub. 1; p. 131. 
MoGonll Dinsmore Co. vs. 5 & N. W. 
et al. — No. 7099; p. 191. 
McCord, T. M., Co., Royalton and 
Rice’s, Minn., vs. Northern Pacific 
Ry. oO. re Sub. No. 2; p. 1064. 
McCormick, C. & Co: vs. San Pedro, 
Los Angeles - Salt Lake et al. Lum- 
ber, etc. No. 7091; p. 190. 
McCormick, John, Austin, Minn., 
c a ‘St. P. Coal. No. 6715, Sub. 
() 


545. 
McLean ‘tirawood Lumber Co. vs. I. C. 
a R, et al. Lumber. No. 1167; Dp. 
McLean Lumber Co. et al., Chatta- 
nooga, vs. Atlanta, Birmingham & 
Atlantic et al. Unjust rates. No. 
7543; p. 1138. 
McLean Hugh, Lbr. Co., Buffalo, N. Y., 
vs. Illinois Central et al. Rough 
lumber. No. 7402; p. 845. 


MeMillan Fur & Wool Co., Inc., vs. C. 
& N. W. et al. Hides. No. 7086, Sub. 
3; p. 247. 

Meech & Stoddard, Middletown, Conn., 
vs. Grand Trunk of Canada et al. 
Grain rates. No. 7259; p. 658. 


Meeds Lumber Co., Meridian, Miss., vs. 
Ala., Tenn. & Northern et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 7332; p. 699. 


Meeds Lumber 'Co., Meridian, Miss., vs. 
A. & Vicksburg et al. Lumber, No. 
7314; p. 698. 


Meeds Lumber Co., Jackson, Miss., vs. 
Fernwood & ul Lumber, No. 
7263; 658 

Meeds umber Co., Jackson, Miss., vs. 
Alabama Central R. R. Co. et al. 
Lumber. No. 7207; p. 623. 

Meeker, Henry E., vs. C. R. R. of N. J. 
Anthracite coal. No. 7521; p. 1099. 
Melrose Milling Co. vs.-Great Northern. 
Wheat and flour. No. 7077; p. 190. 
— City of, et alvs. C. RL. IL & 
P. et al. Class and commodity rates. 

No. 7304; p. 698. 

Memphis Band Mill et al., Memphis, 
Tenn., vs. C. R. I & P. Hardwood 
logs. No. 7444; p. 943. 

Memphis Freight Bureau for Banning 
Lumber Co. et al. vs. St. L., I. M. & 
S. et al. Logs and lumber: p. 88. 

Memphis Freight Bureau for the Cres- 
cent and the Southern Cotton Oil 
Companies vs. St. L.-I. M. & S. Cot- 
tonseed. No. 7296; p. 698. 

Mengel, C. C., & Bro. Co., Louisville, 
vs. Baltimore & Ohio et al. Cedar 
logs. No. 7462; p. 944. 

Mepham, Geo. §., a East St. Louis, 
vs. St. L. & S. F. et al. Petroleum 
tailings. No. 7503; p. 1099. 

Merchants’ Exchange, St. Louis, vs. C. 
& A. Wheat. No. 7124; p. 396. 

Merchants’ Produce Co. vs. Oregon- 
Washington R. R. & Navigation Co. 
Cabbage. No. 7171; p. 545. 

Merchants’ Produce Co. vs. Oregon- 
Washington R. R. & Nav. Co. Vege- 
tables. No. 7171, Sub. 2; p. 545. 

Merchants’ Tobacco Mfg. Co., Green- 
ville, Tenn., vs. Southern et al. To- 
bacco. No. "1278; Pp. 659. 

Merrill, G. B., & Bros., Muskegon, 
Miss., vs. Illinois Central et al. Ma- 

: chinery. No. 7264; p. 658. 

Michigan Salt Assn. vs. Michigan _ 
tral et al. Salt. No. 7272; p. 659. 
Miller & Lux, Inc., San Francisco, vs. 
Southern Pacific et al. Cattle. | No. 

7509; p. 1099. 

Miller, C., & Sons, Clermont, Iowa, vs. 
hicago & Eastern Illinois et al. 
Coal. No. 7440; p. 943. 

Miller Mfg. Co., Defiance, Ohio, vs. B. 
& O. et al. Tent pins. No. 7478; p. 


983. 

Milwaukee Malting Co., Milwaukee, vs. 
International & —_—_ Northern et al. 
Malt. No. 7334; p. 

Milwaukee Malting om: “Milwaukee, vs. 
Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe et al. 
Malt. No. 7333; p. 699. 

Milwaukée Produce & Fruit Exchange 
vs. C. & N. W.-et .al. Storage 
charges. No. 7354; p. 730. 

Minneapolis Mfg. Co., Minneapolis, 
Minn., vs. Northern Pacific et al. Ex- 
celsior. No. 7420; p. 899. 
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Minnesota Stove Co., Shakopee, Minn., 
vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. Coal. No. 
6983, Sub. No. 2; p. — 

- Mission Brewing Co. vs. T. & S. F. 
et al. Beer, etc. No. 7085: p. 190. 
Monarch Oil "Refining Co., San Fran- 
cisco, Cal., vs. Southern’ Pacific et al. 
Oil and grease. No. 7383; p. 785. 
Monroe Hardware Co. vs. N. Y. N. H. 
& H. R. R. Co. et al. Shells and 

cartridges. No. 7076; p. 190. 

Montague, W. W., & Co., San Fran- 
cisco & Southern Pacific. Los An- 
geles. Switching decision. No. 7280, 
Sub. 7; p. 1064. 

Moore, M., Granite & Monumental 
Works, Hillside, Ill., vs. Illinois Cen- 
tral et al. Rough granite. No. 7508; 
p. 1099. 

Moore & Thompson Paper Co. 
Wood pulp. No. 7081; p. 190. 
Moore & Thompson Paper Co., Bellows 
Falls, Vt. et al. vs. Boston & Maine 
et al. Wood pulp. No. 7215; p. 623. 
Moore-Seaver Grain Co. et al., Kansas 
City, vs. Union Pacific et al. Grain. 

No. 7223; p. 657. 
Moreland Motor Truck Co. vs. A. T. & 
Motor parts. No. 7067; 


Morrill, “George H., Co. vs. Texas & Pa- 
cific et al. Empty ink barrels, No. 


7140; p. 478. 
Morris & Co. et al., Oklahoma City, 
Bulk 


Okla., vs. Union Pacific et al. 
salt. No. 7348; p. 729. 

Mount Pleasant (Tenn.) Fertilizer Co. 
vs. L. & N. et al. Fertilizer. No. 
7146; p. 511. 

Murphy, Charles F., Co., Chicago, vs. 
M. St. P. & S. S. M. et al. Potatoes. 
No. 7243; p. 658. 

Muskogee Wholesale Grocery Co. vs. 
St. L. & S. F. et al. Bicarbonate of 
soda. No. 7094; p. 190. 

——= Wheel Co., Moline, Ill, vs. N. 


& St. L. et al. Logs or bolts. No. 
Toe. Pp. 1099. 


Nardi’s, A., Sons, Williamsport, Pa., vs. 
Pennsylvania R. R. et al. Strawber- 
ries. No. 7239; p. 658. 


Nashville Tie Co. et al. vs. 
Ties. No. 7183; p. 545. 


National Commercial Fixture Manufac- 
turers’ Assn. vs. Ann Arbor R. R. Co. 
et al. Store or office fixtures. No. 
7139; p. 478. 


National Council of Farmers’ Co-oper- 
ative Assn's. vs. C. B. &' Q. et al. 
Grain; p. 88. 

National Enamel & Stamping Co., N. Y. 
City, vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. ’Petro- 
leum tailings. No. 7347; p. 699. 

National Fire Proofing Co., Pittsburg, 
Pa., vs. Hocking Valley et al. Hollow 
tile; silo and accessories. No. 7520; 


1099, 

National Pickle & Canning Co., St. 
Louis, Mo., vs. C. R. I. & P. et al. 
Pickles, No. 7377; p. 785. 

National Supply Co. of Kansas, Lewis, 
La., vs. T. St. L. & W. et al. Bull 
wheel cants, arms and pins in the 
rough. No. 2341; p. 699. 

National Supply Co. of Kansas, Electra, 
Tex., vs. L. S. & M. S. et al. Bull 
wheel cants, arms and pins. No. 
7330; p. 699. 

National Supply Co. of Kansas, Electra, 
Tex., vs. L. S. & M. S. et al. Bull 
wheels, arms and pins. No. -7331; p. 

National Supply Co., Toledo, O., vs. 
Pennsylvania R. R. Steel frames. 
No. 7275; p. 659. 

National holesale Lumber Dealers’ 
Assn., New York, vs. Atlantic Coast 
— et al. Lumber. No. 7398; p. 

National Wholesale Lumber Dealers’ 
Assn., New York City, vs. Southern 
Ry. et al. Pine lumber. No. 7393; 


Pp. 785. 

National Wholesale Lumber Dealers’ 
Assn, for the Frost & Davis Lumber 
Co. vs. Norfolk Southern Railway Co. 
et al. Pine lumber. No. 7372; p. 785. 

National Wholesale Lumber Dealers’ 
Assn. for J. Randall Williams & Co., 
New York City and Philadelphia, vs. 
Gulf, Colorado & Santa Fe et al. 
Yellow pine. No. 7539; p. 1138. 

Newark Grain Co., Les Angeles, vs. 
Southern Pacific’ et al. ‘Switching 
oe decision. . No. 7206, Sub. 7; p. 


Nebraska Bridge, Supply and Lumber 
Co, vs. N. C. & St. L. Cedar posts, 
etc. No. 7153; p. 511. 


et al. 


L. & N. 


Nebraska. State Commission vs. C. B. 
& Q. Live stock. No. 7117; p. 326. 

Nebraska State Railway Commission 
vs. Union Pacific et al. Grain. No. 
7230; p. 657. 

New Jersey Zinc Co. v. Central R. R. 
of New Jersey. Zinc ore. No. 7532; 
p. 1099. 

New Orleans Board of Trade, Ltd., vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Hay. No. 7132; 
p. 396. 

New Orleans Cotton 
Southern Ry. et al. 
7070; p. 132. 

New Orleans Cotton Exchange vs, Cen- 
tral of Georgia et al. Cotton. No. 
7147; p. 511, 

New Orleans Cotton Exchange vs. Cen- 
tral of Georgia et al. Cotton. ‘No. 
7148, Sub. 2; p. 511. 

New Orleans Cotton Exchange vs. Cen- 
tral of Georgia et al. Cotton. No. 
7148, Sub. 3; p. 511. 

New Orleans Cotton Exchange vs. Cen- 
tral of Georgia et al. Cotton. No. 
7148, Sub. 5; p. 611. 

New Orleans Cotton Exchange vs. Cen- 
tral of Georgia et al. Cotton. No. 
7148, Sub. 4; p. 611. 

New -Orleans Joint Traffic Bureau vs. 
Abilene & Southern et al. Burlap. 
No. 7437; p. 900. 

New Richmond Roller’ Mills et al, St. 
Croix, Chippewa and Cylon, Wis., vs. 
M. St. P. & S. S. M. Straw. No. 
7237; p. 658. 

Neukirchen Bros. vs. N. P. et al. Lum- 
ae ape shingles. No. 7116, Sub. 1; 
Pp. - 

Nichols & Cox Lbr. Co., Grand Rapids, 
Mich., vs. Grand Rapids & Indiana 
et al. Lumber and flooring. No. 
7386; p. 785. 

Nickey, Bross & Bass, Inc., Memphis, 
Teun, va. C. R..t. &F. * Hardwood 
logs. "No. 7444, Sub. No. 1; p. 943. 

Nitro Powder Co., Kingston, N. Y. vs. 
West Shore et al. Dynamite. No. 
7353; p. 730. 

Nivison-Weiskoff Co. vs. Fort Wayne, 
Cincinnati & Louisville et al. Straw- 
board. No. 7102; p. 191. 

Norris, W. C., Tulsa, Okla., vs. Indi- 
ana Harbor Belt et al. Bar iron. No. 
7307, Sub. No. 1; p. 845. 

Norris, W. C., Tulsa, Okla., vs, Indi- 
ana Harbor Belt et al. Bariron. No. 
7307; p. 698. 

North State Lumber Co., Greensboro, 
N. C., vs. Southern et al. Lumber. 
No. 7481; p. 1031. 

Nortz Lbr. Co., Breckenridge, Minn., 
vs. Great Northern et al. Coal. No. 
7281, Sub. No. 3; p. 699. 

Nortz Lbr: Co., Breckenridge, Minn., 
vs. Great Northern et al. Coal. No. 
7281, Sub. No. 2; p. 699. 

Nye-Schneider-Fowler Co., 
Neb., vs. C. & N. W. et al. 
corn, No. 7351; p. 729. 

oe A. C., Brick & Tile Co., vs. C. St. 

Me O. et al. Coal. No. 6352, 
Sab, 13; 88. 

Ohio Iron : Metal Co. vs. Elgin, Joliet 
& _—. Scrap iron. No. 7059; 
Pp. ; 

Ohio Iron & Métal Co., Chicago, IIl., 
vs. C. & N. W. Scrap iron. No. 7213; 


p. 623. 
= Iron oT! Metal Co., Chicago, IIl., 
Cc. Ww. Scrap iron. No. 
7213, Sub. No. 1; p. 623, 

Ohio Valley Tie Co., Louisville, vs. L. 
& N. et al. Cross ties. No. 7460; 
p. 944, 

Ohio Valley Tie Co. vs. Louisville, Hen- 
derson & St. Louis. Cross ties. No. 
7460, Sub. No. 1; p. 

Oklahoma Corporation Commission et 
al. vs. Atchison et al. Grain and 
grain products. No. 7490; p. 1031. 

Oklahoma Cottonseed Crushers’ Assn. 
“a2. %. &e2. & a — 
cake, etc. No. 7048; 

Oklahoma Cottonseed’ | Assn. 

M. K. & T. et al. Cottonseed oil. 
No. 7026; p. 88. 

Oklahoma ‘Traffic Assn, et al. vs. A. T. 
& 8S. F. et al. Silicate of soda, caus- 
tic soda and soda ash, No. 7417; 


p. 846. 

ae Traffic Assn., Oklahoma City, 

kla., vs. Akron, Canton’ & Youngs- 

town et al.* Agricultural implements 
and vehicles. No. 7379; p. 785 

Omaha Grain Exchange vs. M. & St. L. 
R. a et al, Coarse grains. No. 7229; 
Dp. ; 

Omaha Grain Exchange vs. M. & O 
et al. Molasses. No. 7056; p. 131. 


Exchange VS. 
Cotton. No. 


Fremont, 
Shelled 


Oregon-Washington R, R. & Navigation 
Co. Relationship with steamship 
company. No. 7065; p. 88. 

Osakis Milling Co. vs. Great Northern, 
Wheat and flour. No. 7077, Sub. 2; 


p. 190. 
D. C., vs. T. & P. et ail, 


Overfelt, 
Bananas. No. 7082; p. 190. 


Pacific Fruit Exchange vs. A. T. & 
Ss. F. et al. Deciduous fruits and 
grapes. No. 7063; p. 132. 

Palmer & Semans Lbr. Co., Union- 
town, Pa., vs. B. & O. et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 7452; p,. 943. 

Palmer & Seman’s Lumber Co. vs. C. 
& O. et al. Lumber. No. 7096; p. 
191, 

Parry, Charles K., & Co., Philadelphia, 
Pé&., Va: Southern Ry. Co. et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 7550; p. 1190. 

Patent Cereals Co. vs. N. ¥. C. & L. V. 
Corn. No. 7111; p. 326. 

Peabody Coal Co., Chicago, IIL, 
Chicago & Western Illinois et al 
Bituminous coal, No. 7554; p. 1190. 

Peet Brothers Mfg. Co., Kansas Cit ty, 
Kansas, vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Soap. 
No. 7357; p. 730. 

Peet Bros. Mfg. a 
Kan., vs. A. T. 

No. 7202; p. bua.” 

Peninsular Portland Cement Co. vs. 
Cincinnati Northern. Clay. No. 7041; 
p. 131. 

Pennsylvania Co. 


Kansas City, 
. F. et al. Soap 


Water carrier ser- 


vice: No. 7050; p. 88. 

Pennsylvania Salt Mfg. Co. vs. P. R. 

Co. . Demurrage charges. 
545. 


No. tot 


Perkins Glue Co. vs. L. V. et al. Cas- 
sava and tapioca. No. 7150; p. 511. 

Perkins Mfg. Co. et al vs. C. & W. C. 
et al. Lumber. No. 7175; p. 5465. 

Pfister and Vogel Leather Co. vs. P. 
Co. et al. Bark. No. 7168; p. 545. 

Pfister & Vogel Leather Co., Milwau- 
kee, vs. Central Vermont Transporta- 
tion Co. et al. Myrobolans, No. 
7324; p. 699. 

Pfister & Vogel Leather Co., Milwau- 
kee and Cheboygan, Mich., vs. Le- 
high Valley et al. Myrobalans. No. 
7324, Sub. No. 1; p. 900. 

Pfister & Vogel Leather Co., Milwau- 
kee and Cheboygan, Mich., vs. New 
York Central et al. a No. 
7324, Sub. No. 2; p. 900 

Pierce Oil Corporation, Sand Springs, 
Okla., vs. Sand Springs Ry. Co. et al. 
Petroleum. No. 7188, Sub. No. 9; p. 


546. 

Pierce Oil Corporation, Sand Springs, 
Okla., vs. Sand Springs Ry. Co. et 
ot. Petroleum. No. 7188, Sub. No. 
> DP. le 

Pierce Oil Corporation, Sand ‘Springs, 
Okla., vs. Sand Springs Ry. Co. et al. 
a No. 7188, Sub. No. 7; p. 

Pierce Oil Corporation, Sand Springs, 
Okla., vs. Sand Springs Ry. Co. et 
al. ee No. 7188, Sub. No. 6; 
p. 546. . 

Pierce Oil Corporation, Sand Springs, 
Okla., vs. Sand Springs Ry. Co. et al 
a No. 7188, Sub. No. 5; p. 


Pierce Oil Corporation, Sand Springs, 
Okla., vs. Sand Springs Ry. Co. et al. 
Petroleum. No. 7188, Sub. No. 4; p. 


Pierce Oil Corporation, Sand Springs, 
Okla., vs. Sand Springs Ry. Co. et al. 
—_— No. 7188, Sub. No. 3; p. 


Pierce Oil Corporation, Sand Springs. 
Okla., vs. Sand Springs Ry. Co. et al. 


Petroleum, No. 7188, Sub. No. 2: p., 


546. 

Pierce Oil Corperation, Sand Springs, 
Okla, vs. Sand Springs Ry. Co. et al. 
a No. 7188, Sub. No. 1; p. 


Pierce Oil Corporation, Sand Springs, 
Okla., vs. Sand Springs Ry. Co. et al. 
Petroleum. No. 7188; p. 646. 

Pillsbury Flour Mills Co., Minneapolis, 
Minn., vs. — R. I. & P. et al. Flour. 
No. 7450; 943. 

Pine Bluff Traffic Bureau vs. L. & N. 
et al. Through routes -and joint 
rates. No. 7412; p. 944. 

Pioneer Fruit Co., Sacramento, Cal., vs. 
Southern Pacific et al. Pears. No. 
7196; p. 546. 

Pioneer Lumber Co., Seattle; Wash., vs. 
Tabs pe Pacific et al. Lumber. No. 

Pp q 

Pioneer amber Co. vs. N. P. et al. 

Lumber. No. 7116; p. 326. 4 
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Pittsburg valve, Foundry & Construc- 
tion Co. vs. Co, et al. Iron valves. 
No, 7152; p. eu 

Power oe aaptes Co. ee st. L. & 

mber. No. 7107; 246. 

Powell-Meyers Lumber oo. South 
Bend, Ind., vs. L. & N. et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 7325; p. 699. 

Powell-Myers Lumber Co., South 
Bend, Ind., vs. & R. Co. et 
al. Lumber. No. “7411; 846. 

Prest-o-lite Co., Indianapolis, Ind., vs. 
B. & A. et al. Iron. No. 7525; p- 


1099. 

Price Iron & Steel Co., Chicago, Il, 
vs. N. & W. et al. Scrap iron. No. 
7233; p. 657. 

Price Iron & Steel Co. vs. N. & W. et 
al. Scrap iron. No. 7078; p. 190. 

Producers’ Fruit Co. s a SS Ce. 
Fruits. No. 7133; p. 396 
reser vumber Co., * Philadelphia, 

& S. et al. Lumber. No. 
1316; ‘p * é30. 


prodwoers’ Sales Co., Providence, R. ¥ 
and South Norwalk, Conn., vs. N. 

N. H. & H. et al. ‘Oysters and BO 
shell fish. No. 7495; p. 1032. 
Producers’ Supply Co., Tulsa, vs. mS. 
land Valley. Scrap’ iron. No. 7322 


p. 699. 

Providence Fruit & Exchange Co. et 
al., Providence, R. I., vs. Maine Cen- 
tral et r Fruit and vegetable cars. 
No. 7555; 1190. 

Providence Fruit & Produce Exchange, 
Providence, R. L, one Cooper and 
Sisson vs. M., St. P. Ss. S. M. et 
al. Butter. No. 7309; = 698. 

Pulp and Paper + ethene Traffic 
Associatitn vs. Akron, Canton & 
Yougstown et al. Wood pulp and 
paper. No. 7497; p. 1064. 

Quinn-Shepherdson Co. vo eG, %-L S& 
P. Grain. No. 7023; ow 


Radinsky, A., vs. C., z & P. Scrap 
copper ‘and’ rags. No. Tiss, p. 544. 
Radinsky, A. D., vs. Colorads & South- 

ern. Rags. No. 7144 511. 
Radinsky, A. D., vs. tien Pacific et 
ae No. 7093; p. 190. 
M. G. & Co., vs. M. & St. L. 
Middlings. No. 7053; p. 131. 
Red Lake Falls Mining Co., ‘Crookston, 
inn., vs. Great Northern et al. 
Grain: No. 7281; sub No. 1; p. 699. 
Reed Foundry & Machine Co., Kala- 
mazoo, vs. Grand Rapids & ee 
et al. Cultivators. No. 7277; 659. 
Reeves Coal Co., Minneapolis, Minn. vs. 
Ann Arbor R. R. Coal.. No. 7298; p. 


698. 
Reeves Coal Co., Minneapolis, Minn., 
& St. P. Soft coal. No. 


Reeves Coal Minneapolis, Minn., 
vs, ss M. & St. P. Coal. No. 7300; 


p. 698. 

Reeves Coal Co., Minneapolis, Minn., 
ri _ Marquette. Coal. No. 7301; 
p. ; 

Reeves Coal Co., Minneapolis; Minn., 
vs. C. G. W.  Reconsigning charge. 
No. 7302; p. 698. 

Reeves Coal Co., Minneapolis, Minn., 
ve oie & N. et al. Coal. No. 7376; 

napeen Coal Co., Minneapolis, Minn., 
vs, ro Marquette et al. Coal. No. 
7408; 46. 

Reeves Pooal Co., Minneapolis, Minn., 

os M. & St. P. Soft coal. No. 

7409: 846. 


Reid’s, Charles, Sons, Inc., My Southern 
Ry. Staves. No. 7061; 32. 

Reinert. Frank, White Eapinins, N. 
H., . Pullman Co. Tickets. No. 
7231; p. 657. 

Reno Mercantile Co., Reno, Nev., vs. 
Southern Pacific. Different commodi- 
ties. No. 7370, sub No. 1; p. 730. 

Reynolds, R. J. Tobacco Co., Winston- 
Salem, N. C., vs. N. & W. et al. 
Glass jars. No. 7360; p. 730. 

Richmond (Ky.) Commercial Club vs. 
L. To erin: ¢. al. Class and commtdity. 

Riddle Bh. ee vs. 'N.. & St. L. Sand 
and gravel; No. ibs; p. 644. 

Robinson, & C Grand Forks, 
N. D., vs. ination ‘Express Co. et 
al. Berries. No. 7434; 00. 

Robinson Clay Products’ Go. Akron, O., 
vs. Pouneyivaxla Co. et al. Fire 
brick. No. 7442 943. . 

Rock Sorines. Distiling Co. et al. vs. 
L. H. & St. L. et al. Cattle. No. 
7127; p. 396. 


Roukport Drain & Tile Co. vs. S. Ry. 
Co. Drain tile. No. 7156; p. 544. 

na ‘White Lime Co., Rogers, Ark., 

St. L. & S. F. et al. Lime.- No. 


7443; p. 943. 


.. No. 
Sivright, Gal. 
cC.. M. & 


Ross, H. W., Lumber Co., Lyons and 
Colton 2 D., vs. Stuth Dakota Cen- 
o's et a Goal. No. 6715, sub No. 

, p. 5 5. 

Ross, H. Wwe, Lumber Co., Sioux Falls, 
S. D., vs. Great Northern et al. Coal. 
No. 6715, sub No. 18; p. 

Ross, H. W., Lumber & as Kerkhoven, 
Norcross, Campbell, Cottonwood, Rus- 
sell, Florence, ae, Minn., Tea 
and Bancroft, 8S. D.. vs. Great North- 
ern. Coal. No. 67i5, sub No. 19; p. 


— H. W., er” >. ae Minn., 
M., St. ope. “i M. Coal. No. 
6715, sub No. 20; i. 
nee _ W., 


Coal. "No. 6715, sub No. 23; p. 623. 

Rose & Wobbe, New York, vs. C., C., C. 
& St. L et al. Leaf tobacco. No. 
7385; p. 785. 

Ryan and Newton vs. Oregon-Wash- 
ington R. R. & Navigation Co. Cab- 
ee ae and melons. No. 7171, sub No. 

D. i 

akan ines Co. vs. B. & M. R. R. 
et al. Paper. No. 7080; p. 190. 

Ryegate Paper Co. vs. Y. C. et al. 
Iron cores. No. 7068; - "132. 


Salt Lake Brewing Co.. Salt Lake, vs. 
Eureka Nevada et al. Beer bottle, 
empty. No. 7489, sub No. 1; p. 1064 

Samuel, Frank, et al., Philadelphia, a, 
D., L. & W. et al. Car wheels. No. 
7815; p. 698. 

San Diego & Arizona Ry. Co. vs. South- 
ern Pacific. Rails. No. 7467; p. 944. 


Sandusky Portland Cement - ae a1, 
ae O., and Dixon, IIL, oF 
W. et al. Cement. No. 7253: p. 


638. 

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
vs. A., T. & S. F. et al. Los Angeles 
switching case. No. 7280, sub No. 9; 


p. 1099. 

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
‘vs. A., T. & S. F. et al. Switching 
charges. No. oe sub No, 1; p. 845. 

Sanginetti, E. F., 5 a, > Ob a Po- 
tatoes. ‘No. Tis; p p. 396. 

Gaaticuees. F. & Go. Philadelphia, 

. Pittsburg, Oe & St. Louis et 
a Oats. No. 7511; 1099. 

Schloss and Kahn vs. Pa. of G. Bag- 
ging. No. 7051; p. e? 

Schloss and Kahn vs. . & N. Cotton 
ties. No. 7043; p. isi 

Scotch Lumber Co., Fulton. Ala., vs. 
Michigan 5 7885: = al. Bicarbonate 
of soda. No. 7335 99. 

Seymour, John S&.. 4 Orleans and 
New York. vs. Morgan’s La. & Tex. 
R, R. & S. S. Co. et al. Sugar. No. 
7544; p. 1190. 


Sheldon, G. W., & Co., Chicago, IIl., v 
he) et oa Pickles and machinery. 

Shettler, L. Pr eo. a & S. 
< al. ne No. A546, sub. No. 

Shielas-Metzler Co. Vs. Baltimore 
Steam Packet Co. et al. oo to- 
matoes. No. 7025, sub No. p. 246. 

Shreveport (La.) Chamber of Saceiaees 
vs. Kansas Citv —s et al. Class 
rates. No. 7329: 699. 

Shreveport Chamber of Commerce and 
Chamber of Commerce of Alexandria, 
La., vs. Alabama & Vicksbure et al. 
— and commodity rates. No. 7250; 


Dp. : 

Sioux City Commercial Club Traffic Bu- 
reau vs. American Express Co. et al. 
Express rates; No. 7101; v. 191. 

Sioux City Live Stock Exchange vs. 
ic... P., ~ & O. et al. Live stock. 

7110: 247. 

Hutchinson, Minn., vs. 
P. et al. Coal. No. 
6715, sub No’ 16: p. 545. 

Sizer, Robert R., & Co., New York, vs. 
Atlantic Coast Line et al. Lumber. 
No. 7240; pv. 658. 

Skinner, J. M, Bending Co., Toledo, e., 
vs. T., St. L. & W. et al. Felloes in 
the rough. No. 7526: p. 1099. 

Slane, O. W., Glass Co.. Statesville, N 
Cc... Vireinia & Southwestern et 
al. Sand. No. 7274; p. 659. 

oek, W. H.. & Co.. Evansville, Ind., 

Cc. & E. I. Poultry feed. No. 
7528: p 1099. 


Smith, , ee C., Hide Co., St. Joseph, 
Mo., vs. Fort Worth & Rio Grande 
st al. ae hides. 

0. 6: 

Smith, Sees C., Hide Co., St. Josevh. 
Mo., vs. St. L. &S. F. et “. Salted 
hides. No. 7148. sub No. 7: p. 699. 

Smith, James C., Hide Co., St ‘Joseph, 
Mo., vs. San Antonio & Aransas 





No. 7148, sub] 


yaas 2.2. Hides. No. 7148, sub No. 

; Pp. E 

Smith, James G., Hide Co., vs, San An- 
tonio & Aransas Pass Ry. Co. et al. 
_— etc. No. 7148, sub No. 1; p. 


Smith, James G., Hide Co., vs. San An- 
tonio & Aransas Pass Ry. Co. Hides, 
etc. No. 7148; p. 511. 

Smith, Thomas ‘s., aT) Ee vs. C. & O. 
et ai. Apples. No. 719 546. 

Smith Bros, Co. vs. S. P. et al. Dun- 
nage. No. 6946, sub No. 14; p. 131. 

Somers & Co. et al., San Francisco, 
Cal., vs. A., T. & S. F. et al. Grain 
and hay. No. 7280, sub No. 5; p. 943. 

South Halsted Street Iron Works, Chi- 

Cc. & A. et al. Steel. No. 


. 88. 
exas Grain Co. vs. St. Louis, 
Brownsville & Mexico. Hay. No. 
7121; p. 396. 
southern Cotton Oil Co. vs. East Jersey 
& Terminal Co. et al. Cotton- 
ona “oil. No. 6900, sub No. 1; p. 326. 
Southern Oil Co. and S. P. Co. Con- 
“a of vessel service. No. 7060; 


nadie. Chas. A., Fort Wayne, Ind., 
m..¢, 3.:% & P. et al. Wooden 
hoops. No. 7875; p. 786. 

Spokane (Wash.) Cycle Co. et al. vs. 
Boston « Albany et al. Motorcycles. 
No. 7320; p. 699. 


Standard Lumber Co., Birmingham, 
Ala., vs. Atlanta, Birmingham & At- 
lantic et al. Lumber. No, 7292; p. 


Ph Milling Co., Houston, Tex., 
and elsewhere, vs. International & 
Great Northern et al. Rough rice. 
No. 7340; p. 699. 

Standard Oil Co. vs. L. V. Average 
agreement. No. 7165; p. 545. 

Standard Oil Co., Bayonne, N. J., vs. 
Central of New Jersey. Demurrage 
charges. No. 7166, sub No. 1; p. 699. 

Standard Oil Co. of t Kentucky. Louis- 

L. S. & M. S. et al. Gaso- 


Standard Oil Co. = New York vs. 
Pennsylvania R. Co. et al. Petro- 
leum coke. No. Ta84s p. 659. 

Stanaere Oil Co., Whiting, Ind., <. 
.& N. Gasoline. No. 7517; p. 1099. 
State Corporation Commission of Vir- 
ginia vs. C. & O. et al. Unreasonable 

rates. No. 7369; p. 944 

Stenerson Lumber Co. vs. G. N. Coal. 
No. 6552. sub No. 14; p. 131. 

Steubenville, O., vs. Tristate Ry & 

: Passenger fares. 
No. 7356; p. 730. 


Stimson, J. V., Hardwood Co. et al., 
Memphis, Tenn., and Mounds. Ark., 
ve, c., R. I. & P. Logs. No. 7459; p. 


944, 

Stokes, W. H., Milling Co. vs. & N. 
Ww. a and flour. No. 7977, sub 

Ston ne, T. B., Lumber Co., atone. 
ve. =. {Central aot al. Gum lum- 
er. 

Stone Producers ' Bates Co., Wilmington, 
Del., vs. C., L. et al. Building 
stone. No. rst 658. 

Stone’s Express, 2. Lynn, Mass., vs. 
Boston & Maine et al. ai tae routes 
and joint rates. No. me 

Sturges Bros. vs. A., T 

No. 7131; 


aR F ct 0. 


Sundbloss 
Northen” et al. 
No. 7473; p. 983. 


hicago, vs. Canadian 
Household goods. 


Swift & Co., Chicago, vs. Texas & Pa- 
cific et al. Hides: No. _e . 623. 

& Co., Chicago, IIL, . & N. 

Phosphate rock. No. 7524; p. 


1099. 

STIeS. p & Co. as L. & N. Fertilizer. No. 

Swift me ce. vs. T. P. et al. Soap. No. 
6164, sub No. 1; p. 545. 

Tampa (Fla.) Boara of Trade vs. Ala- 
bama & Mie et al. Joint 
rates. No. 7430; 0. 

Tay, George H., Go, San Francisco, vs. 
A, T. & S. F. “Plumbing supplies. 
No. 7280, we ares ome i B38 

Taylor, H. W. teas gO, vs. Wa- 
“gosh & st. ce Bridge ike ee 

Ry. Co. Cross ties. No. 7431; 900. 

Tennessee Copper Co., New York and 
Copnerhitl. Tenn., vs. L. & N. Coal. 
No. 7255; p. 658. 

Tennessee opper Co. vs. S. Ry. et al. 
Nitrate of soda. No. giité ® 545. 
Tennessee Copper Co. L. % N. et 
al. Nitric acid. No. 177; p. 545. 


Oe en Ua Se ea 
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es, 


Cao and rates (Washington letter); 

D. 6 

Consular and trade reports; 4, 14 
252, 327, 437, 556, 597, ”, he, 7 740, 74 
788, 946, 1070 1104, 1138, 

Cooke, Delos °°. ccmamanaae paper of 
J. Fred Townsend on problem of car- 
load weights; p. 

Co-operation; letter of P. 8. Fercher, 
D. S. Pate Lumber Co.; B 

Cotton; Augusta Cotton’ leads and 
Board of Trade vs. Southern Ry. Co,; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 162. 

Cotton; compression and transportation: 
Inman, Akers and Inman et al. vs. 4’ 




































































Tennessee Copper Co. vs. L. & N. and 
tbe Southern Ry. Coke. No. 7178; p. 

Tennessee Copper Co. vs. L. & N. 
Lumber. No. 7190; p. 545. 

Tennessee Copper. Co. vs. L. & N. et 
al. Lead. 0. 7185; p. 545. 

Tennessee Copper Co. = L. & N. et 
al. Copper. No. 7186; 545. 

Terminal Freezing & hanting Co. vs. 
tate 'p. R. Co. et al. Potatoes. No. 


33. 

Texarkene Freight Bureau vs. Illinois 
Central et al. Tropical fruits. No. 
7428; ; Bm. 

n 


va ae Steel Products Co. vs. 
Bn. & F. Reparation. No. 
7280, ae we 3; p. 845. 

United States Steel Products Co. vs. 
Western Pacific. Reparation. No. 
7280, sub No. 4; p. 845. 

Van-Dusen Harrington Co., Minneapo- 
lis, Minn., vs. Great Northern et al. 
Corn. No. 7216; p. 623. 

Vaughan’s Seed Store, Chicago, vs. C., 
M. & St. P. Moss. No. 7072; p. 132. 

Verhalen & Co., Chicago, vs. St. ba 
hg S. et al. Peaches. No. 7075; p. 

Wattem, W. H. and J. S., vs. Northern 


Texas t Construction Co. vs. N. O., Pacific et al. Icing bananas. No. Cc. L.: see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
T. & M. et al. Sand and gravel. No. 7071; p. Aes. 1162. 
7108; p. 246. Watters, J. Flagler, Colo., vs. C., R. | Cotton; Mobile Chamber of Commerce 


lL & P. Shéep. No. 7339; ’pD. 699. 

Wedron White Sand Co., Wedron, Til.,. 
vs. C., B. & Q. Ry. et al. White sand. 
No. 7504; p. 1099. 

Weinstock- Nichols Co. et al., San Fran- 
cisco and Portland, Ore., vs. . &. G 
& oo L. et al. Carbureters. No. 
7436; 900. 

Weis ? Lesh Mfg. Co. et al., Jackson, 
Tenn., and elsewhere, vs. Mobile & 
Ohio R. R. Logs. No. 7392; p. 785. 

Wells, J. W., Lumber Co., vs. C., M. & 
St. P. Logs. No. 7157; Pp. 544, 

Welsbach Co., = Francisco, Cal., vs. 
Atlantic City R. R. Co. et al. _ Lamp 
globes. No. 7361; p. 730. 

Wenona Coal Co., Wenona, IIll., vs. C., 
a & St. P. et al. Coal. No. 7262; p. 
05. 

Western Consolidated Coal Co., Chi- 
cago, Ill., vs. Chicago, Terre Haute & 
Southeastern Ry. Coal. No. 7445; p. 


Western Felt Works, Chicago, _ vs. 
Wabash et al. Cotton =o gar- 
ment padding. No. 7487; p. 1031. 

Western Pipe & Steel Co. of Califor- 
nia, San Francisco, Cal., vs. S. P., L. 
A. & & & Switching’ charge. "No. 
7206, sub No. 5; p. 943. 

Weyl, Zuckerman & Co. vs. A., T. & 
* F. — No. 6915, sub. No. 
> P. . 

Wharton Sugar Co., Wharton, Tex., vs. 
Morgan’s Louisiana & Texas R. R. & 
a Co. et al. Syrup. No. 7477; p. 

Wichita Business Assn. vs. Alabama & 
Swe et al. Molasses. No. 7345; 
p. ‘ 

Wichita Business Assn. vs. Midland 
Valley. Wagon wood. No. 7214; p. 


Wichita Business Assn. and Stock 
Yards Board of Trade and Live Stock 
Exchange vs. Kansas City, Mexico & 
eee et al. Live stock. No. 7529; 
p. ‘ 

wae, R. A. & J. J., Co., Philadel- 
- ia, Pa., vs. Maine “Central et al. 

umber. No. 7336; p. 699. 

Williamsburg Lumber Co. vs. Gulf & 

= et al. Lumber. No. 7049; 


p. 131. 

Wood-Curtis Co., Reno, Nev.,_ vs. 
Southern Pacific. Fruits and vege- 
tables. No. 7370; p. 730. 

Woods, John M., Lumber Co., vs. St. L., 
&. Le & §S.- et al. Lumber. No. 7058; 

Winesante Sugar Co., Menominee Falls, 
Wis., vs. M., St. P. & S. S. M. et 
al. Sugar beets. No. 7362; p. 730. 

York Mfg. Co. vs. Southern Pacific et 
oie Iron pipe fittings. No. 7557; p. 

Zeinicker, ed A., Supply Co., St. 


et al. vs. M. & O. et al.; see decisions 
oft. & Ci 271 

Cotton; tariffs governing storage for 
year ending Aug. 31, 1915; p. 664. 

Cottonseed . meal; Humphreys-Good iwin 
Co. vs...¥. & MV. BB. B. A et al; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Cae 8. H.; suggestions 7 ae Dp. 

Cox, W. A.; traffic manager Norfolk 
Chamber of Commerce; p. 566. 

Cresson, B. F., Jr.; paper on state «on- 
trol of ports; p. 584. 

Dairy cars, sanitary; p. 661. 

Dalton, E. L.; general agent, freight de- 
partment, Chicago & Alton; p. 644. 

Damage; in delayed shipment for use in 
business (Legal Dept.); p. 434. 

Damaged shipments; computing value at 
invoice price less discount (Legal 
Dept.); p. 980. 

Damages; measure of for property pur- 
chased for future delivery (Legal 
Dept.); p. 781. 

Damages; measure of to middleman un- 
der uniform bill of lading (Legal 
Dept); p. 842. 

Damages log? conversion of goods (Legal 
Dept); p. 540. 

Damages; for ag 4 in return shipment 
(Legal Dept.); p. 

Damages in ‘abserice of contract (Legal 
Dept.); p. 434. 

Damages _ delayed shipments (Legal 
Dept.); 619. 

Damages . delayed shipments (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1028. 

Damages; method of computing con- 
signee carrier’s in misrouting company 
material (Legal Dept.); p. 245. 

Damages; to shipper purchasin goods 
from jobber (Legal Dept.); p. 507. 

Damages; when carrier fails to accept 
and carry goods (Legal Dept.); p. 479. 

Daniel, Rufus B.; communication on 
Texas freight rates; p. 242. 


DECISIONS OF INTERSTATE COM- 
MERCE COMMISSION. 


(Decisions under the above caption 
are indexed by title where there is a 
complainant. Where there is none they 
are indexed by the commodity or sub- 
ject affected. All decisions are also in- 
dexed by the latter method in the regu- 
lar alphabetical list.) - 

Adleta, E. C., doing business as Adleta 
Paper Co., vs, C. & N. W. Ry. Co. et 
al; case 6544 (31 I. C. C., 347-349). 
Rates on wrapping paper from Michi- 
gan mills and Wisconsin mills. to 
Muskogee, Okla., found to be unrea- 
Sonable and carriers required to 
publish lower rates found to be rea- 
sonable. Reparation awarded; p. 313. 

Advanced rate case; see five per cent 


Thomas Motor Car Co., Los Angeles, 
vs. C., R. I & Gulf. Lumber. No. 
7366; p. 730. 

Tichener, E. H., Binghamttn, N. Y., 
vs. C., M. & St. P. et al. Coppered 
staples. No. 7534; p. 1099. 

Tomkins-Kiel Marble Co. vs. L. & N. 
et al. Marble. No. 7088; p. 190. 

Topeka Traffic Assn. vs. A. & W. Ry. 
Co. et al. Potatoes. No. 7024; p. 33. 

Traffic Bureau of the rn Club 
of Atchison, Kan., vs. C. W. et 
al. Class rates. No. ait p. Naas. 

Traffic Bureau of the Commerce Club 
of St. Joseph, Mo., vs. C. & N. W. 
et al. Class and commodity rates. 
No. 7352; p. 729. 

Traffic Bureau of the Sioux City Com- 
mercial Club vs. C. & N. at et al. 
Class rates, ete. No. 7311; 698. 

Traffic Bureau of the Sioux City es 
Commercial Club vs. = B. & Q. 
al. Apples. No. 7254; 658. 

Traffic Bureau of the dion Falls (S. 
D.) Commercial Club vs. Great North- 
ern and C., St. P., M. & O. Coal. No. 
7200; p. 546. 

Traffic Bureau of Sioux Falls Commer- 
cial Club, Sioux Falls, S. D., vs. 
Great Northern et al. Class and com- 
modity rates. No. 7388; p. 785. 

Trexler, Lbr. Co., Allentown, Pa., New 
York City and Allen, S. C., vs. Phila- 
delphia, Baltimore and Washington et 
a. Lumber. No. 7235, sub No. 2; p. 

Trexler Lbr. Co., Allentown, Pa., and 
elsewhere, vs. Philadelphia, Balti- 
more & Washington et al. Lumber. 
No. 7235, sub No. 1; p. 658. 

Trexler Lbr. Co., Allen, (ae 
Prentiss, Miss., vs. Philadelphia, Bal- 
timore & Washington et al. Lumber. 
No. 7235; p. 658. 

Tri-State Land & Trust Co., receiver 
Kerr-Murray Mfg. Co., Ft. Wayne, 
Ind., vs. Wabash. Structural] iron. 
No. ‘7441; 943, 

Tuscaloosa Joard of Trade vs. M. P. 
et al. Unjust rates. No. 7103; p. ey 

Tyler Coal & Coke Co. vs. ad R. 

Co. et al. Coal. No. 7454; 131. 

Tyler (Tex.) Produce Co. et Tal. vs. In- 
ternational & Great Northern et al. 
Bananas. No. 7143; p. 478. 


Union pity Gad) ae & Lbr. Co. vs. 
Cc. & L 


. . Ry. Co. et al. 
Logs. "No. ase 7 846. 

Union Lumber Co., Houston, Tex., vs. 
Gulf, Colorado & Santa ‘Fe et al. 
Lumber. No. 7456; p. 944. 

Union Sulphur Co. et al., New York 
City, N. Y., vs. B. & O. et al. Brim- 
stone and crude sulphur. No. 7546 
(correct); p. 1190. 

Union Tanning Co. vs. L. & N. et al. 


Tanbark. No. 7035; p. 131. Louis, Mo., M., K. & T. et al. . 
United Cigar Mfrs. Co., New York, vs. sae oS "nigh i, Yards Seetews Portland Cement Co. vs. 
ina <. we. a al. Chicago, vs. & P. et al. Failadeiphie & Reading Ry. Co. et 
; ; 2 ; .; case 5314 (31 L co C., 277-280). 


Cattle. No. 7236: & 657. 
Zimmerman, D. B., — Stock Yards, 
Chicago, vs. C., & P. @ al. 
Cattle. No. 7405; - $45; 
Zimmerman, D. B., Union Stock Yards, 
Chicago, vs. Great Northern et. al. 
Cattle. No. 7225; p. 657. 


Finding in original report. that de- 
fendants in maintaining or partici- 
pating in rates on cement in car- 
loads to eastern destinations, such as 
Baltimore, Philadelphia, New York 
and New England points, which are 
not higher from Evansville than the 
rates which they contemporaneously 
maintain or participate in from other 
mills in the Lehigh district, while re- 
fusing contemporaneously to partici- 
pate in the same relative adjustment 
from Evansville to Jersey. City, 
thereby subject Jersey City and its 
traffic to undue prejudice and disad- 
vantage, affirmed; p. 289. 

American Hay Co. vs. Central Ver- 
mont Ry. Co. et al.; case 5465: (30 I. 
_C. C., 562-656). Complainant, owner 
of a hay shed at St. Ibans, Vt., had 
the privilege of reshippin hay. to 
various destinations on old billing. 
To obtain this privilege complainant 
should have written “own billing” 


United Lbr. Co., Uniontown, Pa., vs. 
B. & O. et al. Lumber. Ne. 7452, 
sub No. 1; B 983. 

United Las. o., Springfield, Mass., vs. 

& al. Yellow pine. . No. 
7219 oie No. 1; p. 657. 

United Lbr. Co., Springfield, Mass., vs. 
L. & N. et ‘al. Yellow pine. No. 
7219; p. 623. 

United States Gypsum Co., Chicago, 
vs. L. S. . M. S. et al. Plasterboard. 
No. 7327; 699. 

United States Gypsum Co., Chicago, 
Ill, vs. B.. R. & P. et al’ Plaster- 
board. No. 7287; p. 659. 

United States of America vs. A. T. & 
S. F. et al. pevenoes and wrappers. 
No, 7290; p. 659. 

ves States +S Products Co. vs. 

Pp, A &S te Ry. Reparation. 
No. 7206, sub No. 1; p. 845. 

United States Steel Sroducte Co. vs. 
Southern Pacific. Reparation. No. 
7280, sub No. 2; p. 845. 


Concealed loss claims; communication 
from M. Weinstein; p. 975. 
ee loss claims (Legal Dept.); p 


Conference rulings; supplement No. 1 to 
Bulletin No. 6 issued; D. 

Conflicting rates; lower should apply 
(Legal wWept.); p. 1136. 

Congress; extra session expected (Wash- 
ington letter); p. 1079. 

ae and freight rates (editorial); p. 


Congress and freight rates (Washington 
letter,; p. 527. 

Congress and higher rates (Washington 
letter); p. 1047. 
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on the bill of lading. Complain- 
ant’s ‘agent~ wrote ~ “new  billing;’ 
and, therefore, in accordance with the 
custom, the carrier charged complain- 
ant the local rate from St, Albans. 
Complainant -claimed as reparation 
difference between the through ‘rate 
and the rate paid; Held, That where 
the option of a transit privilege ex- 
ists, the duty rests primarily on the 
shipper who elects to qualify for the 
enjoyment of said transit option, to 
make clear affirmatively to the car- 
rier ‘said shipper’s right thereto and 
said shipper’s intention and desire to 
avail himself thereof; failing which, 
the carrier, especiaily when following 
shipper’s written instructions in the 
premises, may fairly assume that the 
shipment is intended: to be made 
without the benefit of transit privi- 
iege. Complaint dismissed; p. 12. 

Atkinson-Williiams Hardware Co. et al. 
vs. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe 
Ry. Co. et al.; case 5007 (unreported 
ypinion A-652). Second class rating 
applicable ‘to the transportation of 
ljoor and window locks, door knobs, 
transom and window lifts, from 
Bridgeport, New Britain and South 
Norwalk, Conn., New York, N. Y., and 
Reading, Pa., to Fort Smith, Ark., 
found unreasonable, and fourth class 
rating for the transportation of said 
commodities between said points, in 
straight or mixed carloads, prescribed 
for the future; p. 16. 

Atlanta Milling Co. vs. Louisville & 
Nashville R. R. Co.; case 4962 (31 
I. C. C., 485-489). Under the facts 
disclosed by the record, the Commis- 
sion does not find that the failure of 
the defendant to establish, prior to 
May 16, 1909, a transit privilege un- 
der which grain could be forwarded 
from Cincinnati, O., and from Lex- 
ington, Ky., to Atlanta, Ga., there 
milled- and reshipped to points in 
Carolina territory, resulted in damage 
to complainant. Complaint dismissed; 


p. 449. 
Augusta Cotton Exchange and Board of 


Trade vs. Southern Ry. Co.; case 
6338 (30 I. C. C., 704-707). Rates on 
cotton to Augusta, Ga., from South 


Carolina stations on Southern Ry. 
held to be unreasonable to the extent 
that _—_ exceed rates from same 
points which were in effect prior to 
Sept. 23, 1909, the rates then in ef- 
fect being on the basis of the South 
Carolina scale; p. 162. 

Beatrice Commercial Club vs. C., -B, & 
Q. R. R. Co. et al (cases 5567; 5567, 
sub 1; 5567, sub 2, and 4th section ap- 
plications 179, 1681, 1872, 1951, 2522, 
4218, 4219, 4784); (31 I. C, C., 173- 
182). Rates on coal from Milwaukee, 
Wis., Chicago and East St. Louis, 
Ill., the coal fields of southern Illi- 


nois; southern Iowa; northern Mis- 
souri; the Kansas-Missouri districts 
and the Spadra, Ark., district, to 


Beatrice, Neb., not found to be un- 
duly prejudicial as-.compared wit 
lower rates to Lincoln, Neb., to whic 
point Beatrice is intermediate. Com- 
plaint dismissed and carriers relieved 
from operation of the long-and-short- 
haul rule; p. 218. 

Beer; in the matter of rates on beer 
and other malt products between sta- 
tions in Iowa and South Dakota and 
points in Minnesota and Wisconsin; 
I. and S. 412 (31 I. C. C., 544-546). 
From the facts of record herein it ap- 
pears that the respondents have jus- 
tified the increase in rates in ques- 
= Suspension orders vacated; p. 
496. 

Birmingham Southern case; in re in- 
vestigatitn and suspension of new 
joint class and commodity rates for 
freight originating at and destined to 
points on Birmingham Southern; I. 
and §. 61, 61-A and 61-B (32 I. C. C., 
110-128). (1) The Birmingham South- 
ern R. R. found to be a common 
carrier, and as such entitled to make 
joint rates with other carriers and to 
receive divisions out of such rates. 
(2) A maximum division of 6.5 cents 
a ton on carload traffic covered by 
suspended joint tariffs to be paid by 
the Alabama, Birmingham & Atlantic 
R. R. Co. to the Birmingham South- 
ern R. R. Co. found not to be in the 
nature of a rebate. (3) No specific 
finding is made with respect to the 
amount of the division allowable to 
the Birmingham Southern on less- 
than-carload traffic, but carriers are 


expected to make such readjustments 


. Blake, C. G., Co., vs. Minneapolis, St. 


Board of Railroad Commissioners of the 


Boots and shoes; in the matter of the 


. justify the increase proposed in their 


Bowling Green Business Men’s Protec- 


Bowling Green Business Men’s Protec- 


as the change from the larger allow- 
ance under the suspended tariffs to 
the 6.5 cents a ton basis on carload 
traffic may suggest; p. 912. 


Paul & Sault Ste. Marie Ky. Co.; case 
5855 (82 I. C.. C., 270-271). Reparation 
awarded on account of an unreason- 
able and unlawful practice affecting 
the receipt and charge for transpor- 
tation of coal from Manitowoc, Wis., 
to St. Paul, Minn., due to the fact that 
the shipments were delivered to de- 
fendant by carriers from the mines in 
West Virginia in gondola cars, the 
sides of which exceeded 52 inches in 
height, and which defendant desires 
to keep off its line. Dec. 26; p. 1170. 


State of Montana vs. C., B. & Q. 
R. R. Co. et al.; case 5448 (unreported 
opinion A-670). (1) Rates for the 
transportation of petroleum and its 
proaucts from Cowiey, Wyo., to sta- 
tions on the Chicago, Milwaukee & 
St. Paul Ry., in Montana, found to be 
unreasonable and unduly prejudicial 
to the extent they exceed 10c per 100 
pounds less than the rates contempo- 
raneously in effect to the same des- 
tinations from Casper, Wyo. (2) The 
present record does not afford an ade- 
quate basis upon which the Commis- 


sion can attempt to make the general’ 


revision requested of rates on oil 
— the Cowley and Casper fields; p. 


investigation and suspension of ad- 
vances in rates by carriers for trans- 
portation of boots and shoes from 
Boston and other points to Atlanta; 
I. and S. 125 (31 I. C. C., 154-158). 
Respondelits herein having failed to 


rates on boots and shoes from Boston, 
New York and other eastern port 
cities to Atlanta, Ga., via water-and- 
rail routes, they are required to main- 
tain for the future rates on this 
traffic not in excess of those at pres- 
ent in effect, which were prescribed 
by the Commission as maxima in the 
case of Kiser & Co. vs. C. of G. Ry. 
Co., 17 I. C. C. 430; p. 214, : 


‘tive Assn. of Bowling Green. Ky., vs. 
‘Louisville & Nashville R. R. Co. et 
al.; case 4310; 4th section applications, 
1601 and 1604 (31 I. C. C., 1-5). (1) 
The construction of through rates 
from Chicago and Milwaukee territo- 


‘tries to Nashville, Tenn., by the addi- 


titn of proportional rates from points 
of origin to the Ohio River to the 
local rates from the river to Nash- 
ville, contrasted with the construction 
of rates to Bowling Green by the ad- 
» dition of the local rates to and from 
the river crossings, not found to re- 
sult in undue discrimination against 
Bowling Green. (2) The construction 
of through rates from Indianapolis 
territory to Nashville by the addition 
of proportional! rates from points of 
origin to Louisville to the local rates 
from that point to Nashville, con- 
trasted with the construction of 
through rates to Bowling Green by 
the addition of the local rates to and 
from Louisville, found to discriminate 
unjustly against Bowling Green. (3) 
The construction of through rates 
from Indianapolis territory to Nash- 
ville by the addition of proportional 
rates from points of origin to Ohio 
River crossings, other than Louis- 
ville, contrasted with the construc- 
tion of through rates to Bowling 
Green .by the addition of the local 
rates to and from Ohio River cross- 
ings, not found to result in undue dis- 
+ easarsa against Bowling Green; p. 


tive Assn. of Bowling Green, Ky., vs. 
Evansville & Bowling Green Packet 
Co. et al.; case 6482 (31 I. C. C., 301- 
307). Through rail-and-water routes 
established between New York, Pitts- 
burg, Syracuse, Detriot, Cleveland, 
Indianapolis, Chicago, St. Louis and 
Bowling Green, Ky., via lines of de- 
fendant rail carriers and defendant 
Evansville & Bowling Green Packet 
Co.; defendants to make joint rates, 
subject, if necessary, to review by the 
Commission; p. 296. 

Brick; Kansas-Iowa brick rates (I. and 
S. 227); see Standard Vitrified Brick 
Co. et al. vs. C., B. & Q. et al., Dec. 
5, p. 1050. 








ila 


Buffalo, Attica & Arcade R. R. Co, vs. 


Buffalo & Susquehanna R. R. Cor- 
poration et al.; case 7047 (31 I. C. C., 
583-586). Switching rate on inter- 
state ‘traffic movin between the 
junction of the Buftalo & Susque- 
hanna and industries and team tracks 
on the buffalo, Attica & Arcade, at 
Arcade, N. Y., on commodities other 
than coal and coke prescribed at $5 
per car, and on coal and coke at 15 
cents per ton, with a minimum 
cnarge of $5 per car; p. 577. 


Burford, B. W., et al. vs. L. & N. R. 


R. Co. et al.; case 4905 (31 I. C. C., 
182-185). Refusal by the Louisville 
& Nashville R. R. Co. and the Nash- 
ville, Chattanooga & St. Louis Ry. to 
enter into arrangements with the 
Tennessee Centrai R. R. Co. for 
through routes and joint interstate 
passenger fares from points on their 
lines to points on the latter line at 
which complainants’ resorts are lo- 
cated, while participating in through 
routes and point fares to resorts on 
the lines of the Southern Ry. Co., 
Illinois Central R. R. Co. and other 
earriers, found to be unjustly dis- 
criminatory; p. 222. 


California oe Association et 


al. vs. A. G. S. R. R. Co. et al.; case 
6217 (32 I. C.' C., 51-53). (1) The 
complaint attacks the refrigeration 
rates on deciduous fruit shipped from 
California to destinations in their 
States, the freight rates on deciduous 
fruit from California points to points 
within certain southeastern § states, 
and the present minimum weight of 
26,600 pounds applicable to the de- 
ciduous fruit. traffic from California. 
As to the refrigeration rates and the 
minimum weight: Held, That the evi- 
dence in this case does not warrant 
a different conclusion from. that 
reached in Railroad Commission of 
the State of California vs. A. G. S. 
K. -R. - Ca. 32 i: ©. C:,; W. (2) The 
meager evidence introduced as to the 
freight rates to southeastern destina- 
tions is not sufficient to warrant the 
= extensive reductions sought; p. 


California, Railroad Commission of the 


State of, vs. A. G. S Co. et 


wy SS : 
‘al; case 6374 (32 I. C. C., 17-37). 


(1) The complaint attacks the rea- 


‘sonableness of the existing refrigera- 


tion. rates on carload shipments of 
deciduous fruit from California points 
to Denver, Kansas City, St. Louis, 
Chicago, New Orleans, Philadelphia, 
New York and points common to each 
of these destinations. It attacks also 
the minimum carload weight of 26,000 
pounds applying on deciduous fruit 


‘shipped under refrigeration from Cal- 


ifornia points to all destinations in 
other states; Held, That by the test 
of the cost of the service and by com- 
parison with other sections of the 
country the _ existing refrigeration 
rates from California are not shown 
to be unreasonable. (2) Under the 
prevailing practice of separate 
charges for the refrigeration service 
and for the service of hauling the 
commodity, in determining the rea- 
sonableness of the refrigeration 
charges the theory of differential costs 
should be adhered to. Under this 
theory the refrigeration rate should 
cover, among other cost items,~ the 
cost of hauling the weight of ice 
carried in the refrigerator car, and 
also the cost of extra switching. (3) 
The present minimum weight of 26,000 
pounds applicable to carload_ ship- 
ments of deciduous fruit is not shown 
to be unreasonable. (4) While it is 
probably the fact that the increase in 
the minimum weight from 24,000 
pounds to 26,000 pounds has resulted 
in some increased deterioration of the 
fruit, the evidence submitted as to 
the extent of such possible increased 
deterioration is not of a character to 
warrant an order prescribing a reduc- 
tion in the minimum. The bare com- 
parison of the minima applicable to 
shipments of deciduous fruit from 
other states is not sufficient to alter 
the conclusion, induced by considera- 
tion of the California minimum con- 
sidered by itself, that it is not unrea- 
sonably high; p. 812. 


Carroll, Brough and Robinson et al. vs. 


. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; case 
5943 (31 I. C. C., 466-471). Rate of 
45 cents per 100 pounds on canned 
goods in carloads from Galveston, 
Tex., to Oklahoma City, Okla., found 
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to be discriminatory against Okla- 
homa City as compared with the 
Texas intrastate rate quoted by the 
carriers to certain nortn ‘exas points 
which compete with Oklahoma City; 
. 410. 

Cement; rates from Mitchell, Ind.; I. 
and S. 389 (32 I. C. C., 98-95). (1) 
A rate ot llc per lv@ pounds on ce- 
ment from Mitcheil, 1nd., to Mem- 
phis, Tenn., established by a note toa 
taritt excepting Mitchell trom the ap- 
pheation otf a group rate of l4c as 
to shipments to Memphis, was not 
canceled by a suppiement to the 
tariff, which merely transferred 
Mitchell to a group taking a rate of 
9c. (2) The proposed increase in a 
rate on cement from Mitchell, Ind., to 
New Orleans; La., and New Orleans 
group points found to have been jus- 
tified; p. 881. ; 

Centrat West Virginia Glass Mfrs. 
Assn. et al. vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et 
al; case 5827 (32 1. C. C., 218-221). 
Rates on window giass from_produc- 
ing points in Clarksburg, W. Va., 
territory to. destination points west 
and east considered; Held, That (1) 
Tne tour poits of Weston, Salem, 
West Union and Clarksburg should 
be grouped and take the Clarksburg 
rate. (2) The Clarksburg group 
snould be put on same basis as the 
Pittsburgh group with respect to west- 
bound rates, and present rates found 
unreasonable and discriminatory. (3) 
he eastbound rates were not shown 
to be unreasonable. (4) Reparation 
denied. Dec. 5, p. 1051. 

Chamber of Commerce of Houston, 
Tex., vs. I, & G. N. Ry. Co. et al; 
ease 5745 (32 L. C. C., 247-260). Class 
rates and certain commodity rates 
from Houston, Tex., to interior 
Louisiana points attacked as unrea- 
sonable per se and unduly prejudi- 
cial; Held, That (1) It is not unrea- 
sonable that the New Orleans-Texas 
common point scale be applied as a 
maximum between Houston and 
points in interior Louisiana, (2) 
Some discrimination is necessarily in- 
cident to any group system of rate- 
making, and a group which has been 
long established and has proved satis- 
factory to both carriers and shippers 
should not be disrupted in the ab- 
sence of proof that the discrimination 
is undue. (3) When rates are at- 
tacked as unduly prejudicial and an 
equalization of rates is requested, it 
should be shown that the transpor- 
tation conditions existing in the local- 
ities under comparison are substan- 
tially similar. In the absence of such 
proof a finding of discrimination can- 
not be predicated solely on a disparity 
in rates. (4) Rates from Houston to 
interior points in Louisiana should not 
exceed the combinations on the so- 
called gateways, such as Shreveport, 
Alexandria and Eunice, existing just 
prior to Sept. 7, 1913. For the con- 
venience of shippers these rates should 
be published as through rates. (5) 
The burden of establishing the rea- 
sonableness of ‘increased rates im- 
posed upon the carriers by the act is 
not removed by the fact that the pub- 
lication of the lower rates previously 
existing was due to an error; but 
this fact may be considered by the 
comission in passing upon the rea- 
sonableness of the increased rates. 
(6) A disparity between two rates 
can be removed as logically by a re- 
duction of the higher rate as by an 
increase in the lower rate. In the 
absence of proof that the higher rate 
is reasonable a carrier which ad- 
vances a rate to the level of another 
rate does not sustain the burden of 
proof imposed by the statute merely 
by pointing out that the object of the 
increase was to remove the disparity. 
(7) The fact that a commodity rate 
exceeds the corresponding class rate 
does not of itself prove that the com- 
modity rate is; unreasonable. (8) 
The fact that a rate between two 
points is higher on traffic moving in 
one direction than on traffic moving 
between the same points in the oppo- 
site direction is not of itself proof 
of the unreasonableness of the higher 
ate. (9) Certain increases in rates 
rom Houston to certain points in 
Louisiana found to be justified; oth- 
ers found to be unreasonable. Dec. 
19, p. 1121. 

Chamber of Commerce of Houston, 
Tex., vs. Houston East & West Texas 


Class 


Ry. Co. et al.; case 6099 (32 I C. C., 
z2uds-Zva). rresent adjustment. or 
rates trom Houston, vex., St. Louis 
anu KabSaS Ully, mo., aud iwew Ur- 
leans, La., to stauons m Arsansas 
Moet 1OUnU TO ve Ulluuly prejuuiClal TO 
tne first-named puint or umuuly prei- 
erenulai tu tne latter tnree pu.nts- 
vec. v, p. 104y. 

Cheek, cv. 4., & Sons, et al. vs. Cana- 
agian racine Ky. CO. et al.; CcaSe vt4/ 
(si Lf. CG. C., Zou-218). (1) Lne taliure 
Or tnese aelenaants tu carry mto 
iNasnviie, ‘Lenn., tne same cummo- 
dity rates on products troin Caltor- 
ula terminmais, etc., and Irom sritish 
Columbia, etc., aS now obtain to 
lwenty-oue specined aestinations in 
‘uennessee, Asadama (inciuaing Bir- 
mingham and ‘Luscaloosa), Kemucucky, 
sndiaua, liunois and O.us0, aves not 
constitute unjust discrimination 
against snashviue. (2) Certain com- 
modity rates On prouucts froin Cali- 
lornia terminalis, etc., and trom brit- 
isa CoiumDia, etc., to Jashvaile, 
‘13enn., 10una unreasonavie per se ll 
Suv lur as tney exceeded cerlain com- 
pinalion rates. separation awarded. 
(3) Sucn commoaity rates aiso Ivuna 
unreasonabie 1n so iar as they exceed 
WMat are nerein denominated ‘“‘un- 
availiable combination = rates.’’ (4) 
Commodity rates on sucn articies 
Irom sa.a points to Nasnviile shouid 
not 1n tuture exceed the lowest figures 
now avauahbie, ellther as puniusnea 
tnrougn rates, puplisned combination 
rates, or unavallapie combination 
rates; p. 229. 


Class amu commodity rates from sta- 


tions 1n the State of Maine; 1. and 3. 
bYS (sl 1, C. C., 18-22). Proposed in- 
crease in ciass and commodity rates 
trom points on Maine Centra! Kail- 
road LO points In Central Freight As- 
sociation territory not tound to have 
been jJustinea. fariffs naming tne 
increased rates required to be can- 
celea; p. 169. 


Class and commodity rates between 


Shreveport and Texarkana (l ana 
S. 396); 4th section application 620 
(32 I. U. U., 180-184). (1) Proposed 
increased class rates between Shreve- 
port, La., and Texarkana, Ark.-'l'ex., 
and proposed increased rates on beer, 
beer substitutes and agricultural im- 
_plements in carloads trom Shreve- 
port to Texarkana and on candy in 
less than carloads from Texarkana to 
Shreveport tound to be justified. (2) 
That portion of 4th section applica- 
tion No. 620, filed on behalf or re- 
spondents, which seeks authority to 
continue rates on-.classes and com- 
modities between Shreveport, La., and 
Texarkana, Ark.-Tex., which are 
lower than the rates on classes and 
commodities from, to and between in- 
termediate points, denied; p. 962. 


rates from Terre Haute and 
other points to Kansas City and des- 
tinations; I. and S. 428 (32 I. C. C. 
206-207). Proposed increased rates on 
carload and less-than-carload traffic 
from Terre Haute, Ind., to points on 
the Missouri River found to be jus- 
tified. Order of suspension vacated. 
Dec. 5, p. 1049. 


Coal; 4th section applications 179, 1681, 


1872, 1951, 2522, 4218, 4219, 4784; see 
Beatrice Commercial Club vs. C., B. 
& Q. et al.; p. 218 


Coal rates from Virginia mines; I. anu 


S. 231 (30 I. C. C., 635-650). (1) The 
rates on coal from the mines in the 
St. Charles, Va., group to _ points 
north of the Ohio River within 400 
miles from St. Charles, should not ex- 
ceed the rates from the Middlesboro- 
Jellico group to said destinations by 
more than 10c per ton; beyond that 
the differential should decrease not 
less than 1 cent for each additional 
100 miles. (2) The rates on coal from 
the mines in the Appalachia group 
and the mines at Benham, Ky., should 
not exceed the rates from the Mid- 
dlesboro-Jellico group to points north 
of the Ohio River by greater amounts 
than the present differentials, pro- 
vided that the differentials of Appa- 
lachia over Middlesbort-Jellico should 
in no case be less than the differen- 
tials of St. Charles over Middlesboro- 
Jellico. (3) The prescribed differen- 
tials being maxima, the carriers are 
at liberty to establish smaller ones 
whenever commercial conditions may 
so require. (4) Respondents required 
to cancel rates exceeding those pics 
scribed in the report, but suspensivn 


Commercial Club of Sioux 


order vacated as well as to all other 
rates named in the tariff under sus- 
Pension; p. 70._ 

Coal; in the matter of the relation of 
common carriers subject to the Act 
to regulate commerce, to coal and oil 
and the transportation thereof; full 
text of report made to Congress of 
the lliinois investigation pursuant to 
the Tillman-Gillespie resolutions; 
case 869 (31 I. C. C., 193-243); p. Z6z. 

Cottee; from New Orleans, Mobile and 
Pensacola to Jacksonville and other 
points; I. and S. 1413 (32 I. C. C., 90- 
y2). Proposed increased rate on cof- 
fee from New Orleans, La., Mobile, 
Ala., and Pensacola, Fla., to Jack- 
sonville, Fla., and other points found 
reasonable and order of suspension 
vacated; p. 879. 

Colonial Salt Co. et al. vs. C., B. & Q. 
R. R. Co. et al (case 5113); same vs. 
I, C. R. R. Co. et al. (case 5208); 4th 
section applications 1844 and 1845 of 
Hosmer and Tucker; C. G. W. 2256, 
No. 2060 of Agent Tucker, and C., R. 
I. & P. 54 (31 I. C. C., 559-573). (1) 
Present rates for the transportation 
of salt from the Michigan field to 
destinations in various western states 
are unduly prejudicial as compared 
with salt rates from Chicago and Mil- 
waukee to such destinations. (2) 
Salt rates from the Michigan field to . 
points in Illinois should not exceed 
Dy more than 2% cents per 100 pounds 
tne salt rates from Chicago and Chi- 
cago rate points to the same des- 
tinations. (3) No change should be 
made in the present relationship in 
salt rates as between the Ohio and 
Michigan fields. (4) A readjustment 
should be made which will place the 
salt rates from Chicago, Detroit and 
Akron to the Ohio River crossings 
upon a more equitable basis. (5) 
Subsequent hearing will be had upon 
the fourth-section applications. (6) 
Reparation denied; p. 568. 


Colorado gateways closed; in re lumber 


rates from Oregon and Washington to 
eastern points; I and S. 202 (31 I. 
Cc. C., 191-192). Upon the showing 
made the Union Pacific lines are per- 
mitted to close the Colorado gate- 
ways for general traffic between ex- 
clusive points of that system in the 
states of Oregon and Washington and 
points on and east of the Missouri 
River; p. 225. 


Commercial Club of Joplin, Mo., vs. Mis- 


souri Pacific Ry. Co. et al.; case 5876 
(32 I. C. C., 226-232). Upon com- 
plaint alleging unreasonableness and 
unjust discrimination in various rates 
to and from Joplin, Mo., as compared 
with rates to and from Kansas City 
and Springfield, Mo.; Held: (1) No 
testimony having been offered with 
respect to rates on newsprint paper 
from Minnesota points, or on petro- 
leum and its products from Chicago 
rate points, to Joplin, these rates 
cannot be considered. (2) The com- 
plaint as to commodity rates on im- 
ports from New Orleans and other 
Gulf ports, and commodity rates from 
points in Oklahoma, Arkansas, Louisi- 
ana and Texas, to Joplin, not sus- 
tained by competent evidence. In- 
definite general attacks upon the tar- 
iffs, accompanied by mere showing of 
lack of uniformity in the rates to 
different destinations on diversified 
commodities, not sufficient to estab- 
lish unlawfulness. (3) Etxisting class 
and commodity rates from St. Louis, 
Mo., to Joplin, applied as parts of 
through rates on shipments originat- 
ing east of the Mississippi River, not 
found to be unreasonable or unjustly 
discriminatory. No such similarity of 
traffic or transportation conditions ex- 
ists between Joplin and Kansas City 
as to justify prescribing proportional 
rates to Joplin as prayed for. (4) AS 
to outbound rates from Joplin to 
points in Kansas, Oklahoma and Ar- 
kansas, no basis for an order is laid. 
Carriers called upon to correct in- 
equalities growing out of abrupt in- 
creases in rates to points just beyond 
the limits of the application of so- 
oo jobbers’ rates. Dec. 19, p. 


Falls vs. 
Pullman Co. et al; case 5980; S. E. 
Reinius vs. same; case 5980, sub No. 
1 (31 I. C. C., 654-659). Sleeping-car 
rates between St. Paul and Minne- 
apolis, Minn., and Sioux Falls, §. D., 
of $2 for lower and $1.60 for upper 
berths found to be reasonable; p. 767. 
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Crawford and Bunce et al. vs. P., C., C. 

& St. L. Ry. Co. et al; case 6685 (32 
I. C. C., 12-16). Rates on produce in 
generai from Pittsburgh, Pa., to 
points east and west tnereof found 
not to be unreasonable or unduly 
a Complaint dismissea; p. 


Curry and Whyte Co. et al. vs. Duluth 
& iron Range R. R. C. et al.; case 6416 
(32 L C. C. 162-171). (1) Allegation 
of discrimination against pulp wood 
in rates from Duluth, Minn., as com- 
pared with rates frum Superior, Wis., 
disposed of by separate order. (2) 
Distance scale prescribed in Pulp & 
Paper Mfrs.’ Traffic Asso. vs. C., M. 
& St. P. Ry. Co., 21 1. C. C., 83, ap- 
plicable from points of origin in Min- 
nesota to Duluth as parts of through 
rates on interstate shipments, ad- 
hered to. (3) Allegation that defend- 
ant Duluth & Iron Range Railroad 
assessed charges on shipments of 
pulp wood upon incorrect distances 
not properly presented in the record, 
and therefore not passed upon. (4) 
Duluth & Northern Minnesota Rail- 
way Company held to be engaged in 
interstate transportation; p. 1004. 
Decker, Jacob E., & Sons vs. C., M. 
& St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6329 (30 
I. C. C., 547-551). Complainant as- 
sails the rates on fresh meat and 
packing-house products from- Mason 
City, Ia., to Chicago, as unreason- 
able and discriminatory; Held, That 
(1) The allegation that the rates on 
fresh meat’ and packing-house prod- 
ucts are unreasonable per se has not 
been sustained. (2) The rates from 
Mason City to Chicago are not dis- 
criminatory as compared with the 
rates from competing points. (3) The 
fact that Mason City pays different 
rates on fresh meats and packing- 
house products, whereas no difference 
in charge on the two is made from 
competing towns, is not in itself evi- 
dence of discrimination as against 
Mason City. (4) A comparison of 
the rates from Mason City with those 
from competing points does not show 
that the former are discriminatory. 
(5) Identitv of ratio between com- 
modity rates and the corresponding 
class rates is not indispensable to 
disprove absence of discrimination, 
especially where the divergence is 
moderate in amount. Complaint dis- 
missed; p. 10. 


L. & N. 
R. R. Co. et al.; case 6170 (31 I. C. C., 
281-288). Upon petition for an order 
of this Commission requiring defend- 
ants to join with complainant in es- 
tablishing through routes and joint 
certain Tennessee 
River landings and eastern destina- 
tions, the same as those published by 
defendants in conjunction with the 
Tennessee River Navigation Co., Held, 
That—(1) A navigable river being a 
public highway, a reasonable com- 
mon carrier operating thereon is 
prima facie warranted in requesting 
this Commission to require defendants 
to join with such carrier in establish- 
ing through routes and joint rates be- 
tween landings on the river and 
points on defendants’ lines. (2) The 
refusal of defendants to join with 
complainant in the establishment of 
through routes and joint rates from 
landings on the Tennessee River be- 
tween Chattanooga and lock No. 6 is 
unlawful, and defendants will be re- 
quired to join with complainant in 
establishing through routes and joint 
rates between those landings and 
points on the lines of defendants and 
their rail connections; p. 290. 


Dixie Manufacturing Co., Ine., vs. B. 


C. 
& A, Ry. Co. et al.; case 5623 (31 
I. C. C., 337-340). Official classifica- 
tion ratings on dust collector or ar- 
rester outfits not shown. to be un- 
reasonable. Complaint dismissed; p. 


309. 

Cc. R. R. Co. et al.; 
case 4923 (31 I. C. C., 587-608). (1) 
Denial to complainant of the privi- 
lege of milling corn into starch under 
a transit rate, the right being now 
granted to other industries at Cedar 
Rapids and elsewhere -to mill _ corn 
into other uncooked corn products, 
does not subject complainant to un- 
just discrimination under Section 2 of 
the Act. nor to undue prejudice un- 
der Section 3. (2) Present rates on 
starch from Cedar Rapids to St. Paul, 
Minneapolis, Duluth and St. Louis 





‘unjust discrimination. 





found unreasonable to the extent that 
they exceed the rates prescribed in 
the report. (2) Rates on starch from 
Cedar Rapids to destinations in Kan- 
sas and Oklahoma not found unrea- 
sonable; but all-rail starch rates from 
Cedar Rapids to Texas common points 


, and to Galvesion and Houston found 


unreasonable to the extent that they 
exceed the starch rates from Keokuk 
to such Texas points: (4) Starch 
rates from Cedar Rapids to ints in 
Arizona and New Mexico, California 
terminals and north Pacific coast des- 
tinations not found unreasonable. (5) 
Present rates on starch from Cedar 
Rapids and Ohio River crossings to 
southeastern and Mississippi valley 
destinations are not unreasonable and 
do not subject complainant to any 
(6) Complain- 
ant’s contention that the application 
of varying carload minimum weights 
on starch, applying on traffic to south- 
eastern territory where the rates 
break on the Ohio River, are unjust 
and unreasonable, not sustained. (7) 
Present rates on corn oi! from Cedar 
Rapids to Chicago, Peoria, St. Louis, 
St. Paul and Winona found unreason- 
able to the extent that they exceed 
those prescribed in the report; but no 
change ordered in the corn-oil rates 
from Cedar Rapids to Omaha and 
Kansas City. (8) Reparation to. be 
awarded on furnishing proper proof; 


Downie, R. E., Pole Co. vs. Northern 


Pacific Ry. Co. et al.; case 5674 (31 
I, C. C., 142-144). Reparation awarded 
for damages sustained by reason of 
refusal of Northern Pacific Ry. to 
furnish cars except on certain condi- 
tions as to routing; p. 174. 


Dunnage Allowances; I. and S. 354 (30 


I. C. C., 538-546). Respondents hav- 
ing justified the cancellation from 
tariffs applying to points in south- 
western territory of the provision for 
dunnage allowances on shipments in 


closed cars, the order of suspension | 


will be vacated; p. 48. 


Eagle Distillery, Inc., vs. Louisville, 


Henderson & St. Louis Ry. Co. et al.; 
case 6551 (32 I. C, C., 195-198). Rates 
on distillers’ supplies from various 
oints to Stanley, Ky., and on distil- 
ery products from Stanley to vari- 
ous ints not found unjustly preju- 
dicial to’ Stanley in favor of Owens- 
boro and Henderson, Ky. Where it 
is alleged that a difference in rates 
constitutes unlawful discrimination 
arainst one point and undue prefer- 
ence in favor of another and the same 
rates are sought as a remedy ‘there- 
for, the evidence should show that 
the cifcumstances and conditions of 
transportation at the respective points 
are substantially the same. Complaint 
dismissed; p. 1013. 


a Shore Development Co. vs. B. 


R. R. Co. et al.; case 6746 (32 
I. C. C., 238-244). Refusal by the 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. to 
establish through routes and joint 
rates in conjunction with complainant, 
a water line, between landings on 
Chesapeake Bay and its tributary 
waters on the one hand and points 
on the line of the Baltimore & Ohio 
Railroad Co. and its connections on 
the other, found to be unreasonable 
ont ‘ _— discriminatory; Dec. 26, 


Elk Manor Coal Co. vs. Coal & Coke 


Ry. Co.; see McCaa Coal Co. vs. same; 


Pp. 8. 
Elliott Splint Coal Co. vs. Coal & Coke 


all eae see McCaa Coal Co. vs. same; 
Pp. 3. 


Empire Coke Co. vs. Buffalo and Sus- 


uehanna R. R. Co. et al.; case 5036 
31 I. C. C., 573-582). (1) Rates for 


the transportation of coal from mines 
in the so-called Clearfield region of 


Pennsylvania to Geneva, N. Y., not 


found to be unreasonable or unduly 


discriminatory. (2) The withdrawal 


of a rate of $1.25 per ton applicable 
onlv on coal to be coked in transit 
at Geneva, N. Y., held to have been 
justified by the carriers on the ground 
that it was a preferred rate to a 
single city and industry and was not 
in fact a true milling-in-transit rate. 
Complaint dismissed; p. 574. 

Fencing; rates on fencing and fené@fhg 
material from Anderson and other 
points in Indiana to Texarkana and 
other points; I. and S. 312 (30 I. C. C.. 
650-652). 
report herein the order of suspension 


For reasons given in the 
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, 


in {his proceeding must be vacated; 
p. 


Five per cent case; revenues of rail car- 


riers in Official Classification territory 
(case 5860) and rate increases in Offi- 
cial Classification territory; 1. and S. 
333 (31 IL. C. C., 351-454). Upon the 
record, found that the net operating 
income of the carriers in Official Clas- 
sification territory, considered as a 
whole, is smaller than is demanded in 
the public interest; but that no show- 
ing has been made warranting a gen- 
eral increase in trunk line rates, in 
rail-and-lake rates, or in the rates on 
traffic moving between the different 
rate territories in Official Classifica- 
tion territory. An increase by 5 per 
cent in the intraterritorial class and 
commodity rates in Central Freight 
Association territory approved, sub- 
ject to the qualifications described in 
the report. The need of a general 
readjustment of rates in that territory 
discussed. Suggestions made for con- 
sideration by all the carriers in Offi- 
cial Classification territory as to the 
methods by which they may increase 
their net income other than by a gen- 
eral rate increase. Special attention 
is called to the existence of many in- 
dividual rates and charges apparently 
unremunerative. Daily Traffic World 
and Traffic Bulletin, August 3. 


Five per cent case (reopened case); 


revenues of rail carriers in Official 
Classification territory (case 5860); 
rate increases in Official Classification 
territory; I. and S. 333 (32 I. C. C., 
325-354). Findings of original report 
modified in the light of the changed 
situation disclosed. Dec. 26, p. 1152. 


Fruits; in the matter of rates on trop- 


ical fruits from gulf ports to various 
destinations; 4th section applications 
639 and 2176 (30 I. C. C., 621-634). 
Carriers transporting tropical fruits 
from gulf ports to various points of 
destination in the states of Missouri, 
Oklahoma, Arkansas, Kansas,. Iowa, 
Minnesota, Nebraska, South Dakota, 
Illinois, Wisconsin, etc., at lower rates 
than are charged to _ intermediate 
points ask to be allowed to continue 
the making of higher rates to inter- 
mediate points; Held: That—(1) Car- 
riers engaged in the transportation of 
bananas and cocoanuts from Galves- 
ton and other Texas ports to points 
east of the Missouri River and the line 
of the Kansas City Southern Ry. Co. 
should be allowed relief from the 
fourth section to meet the competition 
of rail lines from New Orleans en- 
gaged in the transportation of the 
same commodities imported through 
that port. (2) Carriers whose lines 
are circuitous engaged in transport- 
ing bananas and cocoanuts from Gal- 
veston and other Texas ports to points 
on and west of the Missouri River and 
the line of the Kansas City Southern 
Ry. Co. granted relief from the fourth 
section in cases where their lines are 
15 per cent longer than the more di- 
rect lines between the same points. 
(3) Carriers transporting tropical 
fruits from New Orleans and Port 
Chalmette, La., Mobile, Ala., and Pen- 
sacola, Fla., to points on and west of 
the Mississippi River, whose lines are 
15 per cent longer than the short line 
between the same points, granted re- 
lief from the fourth section. (4) All 
other relief prayed for in said appli- 
vations Nos. 639 and 2176, respecting 
rates on tropical fruits from Texas 
ports to all destinations, and from 
other gulf ports to destinations on and 
— of the Mississippi, denied; p. 


Gilmer Consolidated Coal Co. vs. Coal 


& Coke Ry. Co.; see McCaa Coal Co. 
vs. Same; p. 8 


Globe-Wernicke Co. vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. 


et al.; case 6459 (31 I. C. C., 274-276). 
The rating in the Official Classifica- 
tion of one and one-half times first 
class on sectional bookcases, boxed, 
not found unreasonable or unjustly 


discriminatory; complaint dismissed; 


232 


Pp. ; 
Godchaux, Leon, Co., Ltd., vs. I. C. R. 


R. Co. et al.; see Molasses; p. 302. 


Grain; in the matter of export rates on 


grain and grain products from Kan- 
sas City to Porth Arthur; I. and S. 
422 (31 I. C. C., 616-622). Proposed 


proportional’ rates on grain and grain 
products from Kansas City, Mo., to 
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Port Arthur, Tex., for export, appli- 
eable to traffic originating at various 
points in the nothern part of Kansas 
and the eastern and southern parts 
of Nebraska, and varying in amount 
according to point of origin, found not 
to be unlawful, provided certain vio- 
lations of the fourth section are elim- 
inated and certain changes specified 
in the report are made in the pro- 
visions of the tariff; p. 754. 

Grain; rates from St. Paul; I. and &. 
373 (32 IL. C. C., 96-99). Proposed 
eanceliation of joint rates for the 
transportation of grain from stations 
on the Great Northern Ry. in Minne- 
sota and lowa to Kansas City, Mo., 
and points in Missouri, Kansas, Okla- 
homa and Colorado, found to be justi- 
fied. Order of suspension vacated; 
p. 882. 

Grain; transit regulations on grain and 
dried beans at points on the Michigan 
Central; I. and S. 439 (32 L. C. C., 
38-40). Increased rates on dried 
beans and grain from points on the 
Detroit & Mackinac Railway to points 
on the Michigan Central Railroad and 
its connections, which would result 
from: the cancellation by the Michigan 
Central Railroad. of transit rules and 
charges applicable to such traffic, not 
justified; Dec. 19, p. 1112. : 

Grain elevation allowances at St. Louis 
and East St. Louis; I. and S. 342 (30 
1. C. C., 696-699). The withdrawal by 
respondents of an elevation allowance 
of one-fourth cent per bushel at St. 
Louis and Elast St. Louis on grain 
when destined to Evansville, Ind., 
found to have been justified, it ap- 
pearing that elevation at these points 
on such business is not a transporta- 
tion necessity, and that the propor- 
tional out of which the allowance is 
made is a compelled rate. A com- 
parison of rates from St. Louis and 
East St. Louis to Evansville with 
that from Peoria to the same destina- 
tion does not necessarily signify* un- 
due discrimination if the withdrawal 
of the respondents’ concurrence in 
the rate from the latter point would 
not affect the movement, rates or 
practices respecting elevation. The 
test of discriminatin is the ability of 
one of the carriers participating in 
the two through routes to put an 
end to the discrimination by its own 
act. (Coke Producers’ Assn. of Con- 
nellsville vs. B. & O. R. R. Co.; 27 
I, C. C., 125); p. 159. 

Gravel and sand switching charges at 
Chicago, Ill.; L and S. 386 (32 I. C. C., 
291-296). Proposed cancellation of ab- 
sorption of switching charges on sand 
and gravel from points in Wisconsin 
and Illinois to Chicago, Ill., and points 
in Indiana within the Chicago switch- 
ing district found to be justified, and 
order of suspension vacated; Dec, 26, 
p. 1176. 

Greenbaum, S. J., Co. vs. L. & N. R, R. 
Co, et al. (case 6154); Same vs. B. & 
O. R. R. Co. et al. (case 6155); Same 
vs. Southern Ry. ‘Co. et al, (case 
6156); Fourth Section Applications 1548 
and 1952 (31 I. C. C., 699-711). Upon 
complaint that defendants’ rates on 
whisky and distillers’ dried grain 
from Midway, Ky., to various destina- 
tions, and their rates on bottles, boxes 
and bottle-carrying boxes from certain 
points to Midway, Ky., are unreason- 
able and unjustly discriminatory, 
Held: (1) Rates of certain defendants 
on whisky and distillers’ dried grain 
from Midway, Ky., via Cincinnati, O., 
to various points in Central Freight 
Association territory not found to be 
unreasonable or unjustly discrimina- 
tory. (2) Such defendants’ rates on 
distillers’ dried grain and whisky in 
carloads from Midway, via Cincinnati, 
to various points in trunk line, New 
England and Atlantic seaboard terri- 
tories, and their rates on whisky from 
Midway to Virginia cities when mov- 
ing via Cincinnati, found to be un- 
justly discriminatory. (3) Rates of 
certain defendants on whisky and dis- 
tillers’ dried grain from Midway to 
various points in Central Freight As- 
sociation, New England, trunk line or 
Atlantic seaboard territories, when 

moving through Cincinnati via Lex- 

ington, found to be unjustly discrimi- 
natory. (4) Defendants’ rates on 
whisky and distillers’ dried grain from 

Midway to various points in New 


Harvey, R. L., & Co. et al. vs. B. & O 


Hides, in the matter of hide rates to 


Hodges and Baldwin et al. vs. Central 


Hooven, Queen, Rentschler Co. vs. C. H. 


Humphreys-Godwin Co. vs. Y. & M. V 


Hull, G. W. Co., vs. C. B. & Q. et al; 


Hughes’ Creek Coal Co. et al. vs. Kz & 






































England trunk line and Atlantic sea- 
board. territories, when moving 
through Lexington, found to be un- 
justly discriminatory. (5) Defendants’ 
rates on whisky from Midway. to Vir- 
ginia cities via Lexington found to be 
unjustly discriminatory. (6) Defend- 
ants’ rates on bottles, boxes and bot- 
tle-carrying boxes from various points 
of origin in Central Freight Associa- 
tion trunk line territories to Midway, 
via Lexington or via Louisville, found 
to be unjustly discriminatory. (7) 
Rates of certain defendants on bot- 
tles, boxes and bottle-carrying boxes 
to Midway, via Cincinnati, from vari- 
ous points of origin in Central Freight 
Association and trunk line territories 
found to be unjustly discriminatory. 
(8) Authority to charge lower rates 
from Louisville or Lexington to points 
in Central Freight Association, New 
England, trunk line or Atlantic sea- 
board territories, or to Virginia cities, 
on whisky moving via Louisville & 
Nashville R. R. from Louisville via 
Lexington, or from Lexington via 
Louisville, than from Midway and 
other intermediate points, and au- 
thority to charge lower rates from 
points of -origin in Central Freight 
Association territory on boxes, bottles 
and bottle-carrying boxes to Louisville 
via Lexington or to Lexington via 
Louisville than are contemporaneously 
maintained to Midway and other in- 
termediate points, denied; p. 820. 


R. R. Co. et al.; see Nix, John, & Co. 
= al. vs. Southern Ry. Co, et al.; p. 
i. 


Los Angeles from points in New Mex- 
ico and Arizona; I. and §S. 379 (31 I. 
Cc. C., 633-636). Proposed increased 
rates for the transportation of hides 
from points in New Mexico and Ari- 
zona to Los Angeles, Cal., found to 
be justified. Order of suspension va- 
cated; p. 761. : 


Vermont Ry. Co, et al.; see Nebraska 
Commission vs. Same; p. 825 


& D. Ry. Co. et al.; case 4989 (31 IL 
C. C., 550-552). A charge of 4 cents 
per 100 pounds by the Pennsylvania 
Railroad Company for switching serv- 
ice rendered at Harrisburg, Pa., found 
unreasonable. Reparation awarded; 


p. 498. 


R. R. Co. et al.; case 5988 (31 I. C. C., 
25-29). Complainant made shipments 
of cottonseed meal from Helena, Ark., 
to certain New England points. The 
shipments were consigned in the first 
instance to itself at Louisville, Ky., 
but while en route, defendants at 
Louisville were furnished with in- 
structions to forward the shipments 
to the respective New England des- 
tinations. The joint through rate 
was 33c; the sum of the intermediate 
rates via Louisville was 30%c. Upon 
complaint alleging that the shipments 
to and from Louisville were separate 
and distinct transactions and that the 
shipments should have’ been charged 
at the intermediate rates, Held: (1) 
That the shipments were not handled 
under such circumstances as to have 
constituted separate and distinct ship- 
ments to and from Louisville. (2) 
The fact that a joint rate exceeds the 
sum of the intermediate rates over 
the same through route raises a strong 
presumption that the joint through 
rate is unreasonable to the extent it 
exceeds. the sum of such intermediate 
rates, but the presumption is not con- 
clusive and may be rebutted by evi- 
dence to the contrary. Under the.cir- 
cumstances of the instant case the 
presumption of unreasonableness in- 
hering in the 33c rate is held to be 
satisfactorily rebutted by the evidence 
<. record. Complaint dismissed; p. 


see Standard Vitrified Brick Co. et al. 
vs. same; Dec. 5, p. 1050. 


Ma@®y. Co. et al. (case No. 5558); and 
Kelly’s Creek Colliery Co. et al. ws.: 
same; case No. 5558, sub. No. 1:31 
I, C. C., 10-14). In the sub-numbered 
case, Kelly’s Creek Colliery’ Co. vs. 
Kanawha & Michigan Ry. Co., the 
Commission originally held that the 


defendants should establish through 
routes and joint rates between sta- 
tions on the Kanawha & Michigan Ry. 
and its branches and the points speci- 
fied in the complaint in eastern and 
southeastern territory on the lines of 
the Chesapeake & Ohio and its con- 
nections, and that as reasonable rates 
for these routes defendants should ap- 
Ply rates not in excess of those ap- 
plying to these destinations for ship- 
ments from the mines on the Chesa- 
peake & Ohio. Upon reconsidera- 
tion of the case; Held: That there 
may properly be a slight differente 
between the rates applicable to the 
through routes ordered and those 
applicable to the single movement 
on the Chesapeake & Ohio. This 
difference should not exceed bc per 
ton; p. 166. 


Industrial Railways case; in re al- 


lowances to short lines of railroad, 
one. industries; case No. 4181 (32 
I. C. C., 129-138). Findings in orig- 
inal report modified in accord with 
principles announced by the Supreme 
Court in the Tap Line cases, 234 
wo &, 13-p 6. 


ae, Akers & Inman et al. vs. A. C. 


R. R. Co.; case No. 5849 (32 I. C. 
C., 146-148). Compression of export 
cotton at the port of transhipment 
held not to be a service rendered by 
the owner of the property trans- 
ported which is ‘“‘connected with such 
transportation” by the rail carrier and 
that the carrier must cease from 
making allowance for such compres- 
sion; Dec. 26, p. 1162.: 


International Agricultural Corporation 


vs. Atlanta & West Point R. R. Co. 
et al.; case No. 6752 (32 I. C. C., 
199-202). (1) The tariffs involved 
properly construed apply to ghip- 
ments of sulphuric acid in tank cars. 
(2) Penalty charges for delay in un- 
loading shipments of sulphuric acid 
involved in this complaint found to 
be unreasonable and _ reasonable 
charges prescribed for the future. 
Reparation awarded; p. 1015. 


Iowa & Southwestern Ry. Co. vs. C. B. 


& Q. R. R. Co.; case No. 5441 (32 I. C. 
C., 172-175). (1) Defendant required 
to establish, in connection with the 
complainant, through routes via Clar- 
inda, Iowa, with joint rates applic- 
able thereto which shall place Col- 
lege Springs on a rate parity with 
Coin, Braddyville and Shampaugh, 
Iowa. (2) Defendant also required 
to receive cars from complainant at 
Clarinda for switching to industries 
located on defendant’s tracks there, 
and to establish a reasonable switch- 
ing charge for the service; p. 1007. 


Jefferson Milling Co. vs. Baltimore & 


Ohio R. R. Co.; case No. 5828 (31 I. 
C, C., 547-549). Complainant alleges 
that the charge of 4 cents per 100 
pounds for switching cars loaded with 
flour from its spur track on the line 
of defendant at Charlestown; W. Va., 
when complainant desires to move 
flour via the Norfolk & Western to 
points reached by connections of de- 
fendant, is unreasonable and unduly 
rejudicial; Held: That the switch- 
ng charge on competitive ‘traffic is 


unreasonable and should not exceed . 


2 cents per 100 pounds, with a min- 
imum charge of $3 per car; p. 497. 


Jung & Sons Co. vs. Louisville & Nash- 


ville R. R. Co. (case No. 6272); same 
vs. New Orleans & Northeastern R. R. 
Co.; case No. 6272, sub. No. 1 (31 
I, C, C., 455-457). Defendants’ prac- 
tice of refusing to issue new bills 
of lading, concealing the names of 
the original shippers*in exchange for 
old bills of lading, in cases where 
cars are reconsigned at the terminal 
of their lines, not found to be un- 
reasonable. Complaint dismissed; -p. 


Kansas Wholesale Grocery Co. et al. 


vs. Alinspee & Western Railway Co. 
et al.; case No. 6088 (32 I. C. C., 139- 
145). Rate of 35c per 100 pounds on 
potatoes from Wisconsin and Minne- 
sota producing Coreitone | 50 Indepen- 
dence and Coffeyville, n., found to 
be unduly prejudicial to Indepen- 
dence and Coffeyville and unduly pref- 
erential to Chanute, Kan.; and Bar- 
tlesville, Okla., and other Kansas 
and Oklahoma points, in so far as 
it exceeds the rate to Chanute and 
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other Kansas points by more than 
1%c; p. 923. 

Kaufman Commercial Club vs. Texas 
& New Orleans R. R. Co. et al.; Case 
No. 6485 (31 L C. C., 167-172). De- 
fendants’ rates on grain and grain 
products from points in Kansas and 
Oklahoma to Kaufman, Tex., found 
to be unduly prejudicial, and rates 
prescribed not in excess of those 
contemporaneously. maintained to 
Terr Tex.; p. 216. 

Kelly’s Creek Colliery Co. et al. vs. 
K. & M. Ry. Co. et al.; see Hughes’ 
Creek Coal Co, et al. vs. same; p. 166. 


Kenner Truck Farmers’ Association 
vs. L° CG R. R. Co. et al. (case No. 
5599); fourth section applications 2045 
and 3691 (32 f. C. C., 1-11): (1) Com- 
plaint of defendant express com- 
pany’s practices in respect to appli- 
cation of estimated and actual 
weights on shipments of vegetables 
from points in Louisiana to Chicago, 
lil, has been satisfied by defendant. 
(2) The cause of the complaint in 
respect of a violation of the long- 
and-short haul rule of the Fourth 
section on shipments of vegetables 
via the line of the Illinois Central 
hk. R. from points in Louisiana to 
Chicago, IIL, ~——s been eliminated, 
that portion of the complaint has 
been satisfied. (3) Shipment of vege- 
tables from Kenner, La., to Chicago, 
ll., which moved via New Orleans 
and was charged the combination 
of rates on that point found to have 
heen overcharged. Reparation award- 
ed. (4) Defendant Illinois Central R. 
R. Co.’s practice of permitting ship- 
pers of fruits and vegetables from 
New Orleans to ice their own cars 
if they so choose, while senying a 
like privilege to shippers from Ken- 
ner and other Louisiana points on 
defendant’s line north of New Or- 
jeans, not found to be unduly dis- 
criminatory under the circumstances. 
Increased charges for icing ship- 
ments of fruits and vegetables, from 
New Orleans and points north there- 
of on defendant’s line to Chicago, IIl., 
found to be justified; p. 855. 


Knit goods; westbound lake-and-rail 
knit goods, commodity rates; I. and 
S. 487 (82 I. C. C., 54-57). (1) The 
provision of the amendment of June 
18, 1910, to the Fourth Section to the 
effect that a carrier which has re- 
duced rates to meet water competi- 
tion shall not be permitted to in- 
crease such rates unless the proposed 
increase rests upon “changed condi- 
tions’ other than the: elimination of 
water competition held not to apply 
to rates reduced prior to June 18, 
1910. (2) Proposed increases in rail- 
and-lake. rates on knit goods from 
points in the state of New York to 
Chicago, Ill., St. Louis, Mo., Minne- 
apolis, Minn., and other points, in- 
tended to eliminate a departure from 
the ‘general rate structure, found to 
be justified. Order of suspension 
vacated; p. 862. 


Knitting Factory Products; in the mat- 
ter of rates to Texarkana; I. and S&S. 
424 (31 I. C. C., 669-672). Proposed 


increased rates on knitting-factory 
products from points in North Caro- 
lina to Texarkana, Ark.-Tex., and 
nearby points found not to be justi- 
fied; p. 801. 

Lamb-Davis Lumber Co. vs. G. N. Ry. 
Co. et al.; case No. 5716 (31 I. C. C., 
341-344). Rate of 60c per 100 pounds 
for the transportation of pine box 
shooks in carloads from Leavenworth 
Wash., to Paonia, Hotchkiss and 
Austin, Colo., found unreasonable. 
Reparation awarded; p. 310. 

Lindsay & Co. et al. vs. Northern Pa- 

~ cific Ry. Co. et al.; case 6172 (32 I. 
C. C., 287-290). Rates on grapes 
from producing points in the states 
of New York, Pennsylvania, Michi- 
gan, Iowa, Missouri and Kansas to 
points in Montana and Wyoming not 
found to be unreasonable. Complaint 

dismissed; Dec. 26, p. 1175. 

Louisiana Sugar Planters’ Assn. vs. I. C. 
R. R. et al; see Molasses; p. 302. 
Low Moor Iron Co.-of Va. et al. vs. 
Cc. & O. Ry. Co. et al; case 5891 (30 
I. C..C., 615+620). Upon complaint of 
certain producers of pig iron in Vir- 
ginia that the rates quoted to them 
for the transportation of pig iron 
from their furnaces to points in New 


England and the middle Atlantic 
states are unreasonably high as com- 
pared ‘with. rates quoted to producers 
of pig iron at competing points in 
Pennsylvania and New York; Held, 
that said rates are unreasonable and 
unjustly discriminatory and should 
ag eee the rates named herein; 


Pp. A 
Lumber; in the matter of New England 


rates; I. & S. 877 (31 I. C. C., 553- 
554). Proposed increased rates on 
lumber and other forest products 
from points on the Maine Central 
Railroad to points on the Boston & 
Maine Railroad found to have been 
justified. Order of suspension va- 
cated;. p. 499 


Lumber; in the matter of rates on lum- 


ber and other forest products from 
points in Arkansas and other states 
to points in Iowa, Minnesota and 
other states; I. & S, 299 (I. Cc. CG, 
673-677). The original report herein 
denied proposed increased rates, re- 
sulting from disagreement between 
carriers as to divisions. The estab- 
lishment of divisions, a continuing 
power, was held in abeyance pending 
the expiration of sixty days, the car- 
riers being directed to notify the 
Commission in the event they had 
then been unable to reach an agree- 
ment. Such notification having been 
received, divisions of existing rates 
prescribed; p. 803 


Lumber; in’ the matter of California- 


Nevada rates; I. & S. 235 (31 I. C. C. 
464-465). Upon reargument, Held, 
That the present rates should not 
be disturbed; p. 449. 


Lumber; in re lumber rates from Oregon 


and Washington to eastern points; 
see Colorado gateways closed; p. 225. 


Lumber rates from Lake Charles and 


West Lake, La; I. & S. 387 (31 I. C. 
C., 258-260). Respondents having jus- 
tified the proposed increased rates on 
lumber from Lake Charles and West 
ke, La., to Palacios, Port Lavaca, 
Aransas Pass, Portland, Rockport and 
Corpus Christi, Tex., the order of 
suspension will be vacated; p. 227. 


Lumber rates from southern railway 


points to Eastern points; IL & S. 269 
(31 I. C. C., 244-254). Respondent 
has not justified the proposed in- 
creased rates on lumber from points 
in North Carolina, South Carolina 
and Tennessee to eastern points and 
an order will be entered requiring the 
carriers to cancel the tariffs, but 
without prejudice to the right of re- 
spondent to present another plan of 
revision of its,lumber rates from 
this territory designed to bring about 
greater uniformity in the rates than 
now exists; p. 284 


Lumber rates from Thebes, Till.; I. and 


S. 366 (831 I. C. C., 15-17). (1) Pro- 
posed cancellation of proportional 
rates on lumber and forest products 
from Thebes, Ill., to points in south- 
western Illinois on the Chicago, Bur- 
lington & Quincy Railroad via the 
Iron Mountain to Herrin and the 
Chicago, Burlington & Quincy beyond, 
found to be justified and order of 
suspension vacated. (2) The rates 
charged protestant should be main- 
tained upon the same relative basis 
on the movement of lumber from 
Thebes to points herein involved as 
the rates charged its competitors lo- 
cated on the St. Louis & San Fran- 
cisco Railroad and its connections; 


. 168. 
uieesioar to Nashville, Tenn.; I. and S. 


415 (186-189). Proposed increased 
rates on lumber from points in Ken- 
tucky and Tennessee to Nashville, 
Tenn., found unreasonable and car- 
riers required to cancel proposed 
rates; p. 223. 


Malt; rate to New Orleans; I. and S. 


362 (30 I. C. Ci, 587-592). Proposed 
increased rate on malt in carload lou 
from Minneapolis, Minn., to New Or- 
leans, La., found reasonable and order 
of suspension vacated; p. 14. 


Manufacturers’ Railway Co. et al. vs. 


St. Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern 
Ry, Co. et al. (case 3151); absorption 
of switching charges at St. Louis; I. 
and S. 355 (32 I. C. C.,100-109). (1) 
Findings with respect to the authority 
and propriety of the Commission es- 
tablishing joint rates to and from 
points on the Manufacturers’ Ry., in 
St. Louis, which shall not exceed in 
amount the rates to and from St. 


McCaa Coal Co. vs. Coal & 


Merchants’ 


Louis, contained in the Commission’s 
supplemental eeeet 28 I. C. C., 93, 
reviewed and adhered to, and future 
procedure in the case outlined. (2) 
he Commission cannot upon the 
record before it, by affirmative order, 
establish joint rates on the basis 
above indicated. If the trunk lines 
elect voluntarily to participate in the 
establishment and maintenance of 
rates on that basis, the division there- 
of. which they may lawfully pay to the 
Manufacturers’ Ry., may not, in view 
of the common owners! of a major- 
ity of the stock of that carrier. and 
of the Anheuser-Busch Brewing Assn., 
its largest shipper, be more than is 
just and reasonable for its service. 
(3) There must in any view taken 
of this case be some point at which 
the fact of this common ownership of 
stock becomes importantly significant; 
and immediately beyond the limit of 
reasonableness in allowances, divisions 
or concessions of any kind whatsoever 
granted by the trunk lines to the 
Manufacturers’ Ry., comes, in the 
Commission’s view, that point. In all 
other respects this carrier is in this 
case treated by the Commission just 
as any other terminal common carrier 
that does not serve a mutually-owned 
industry shipper would-be. (4) In its 
supplemental report the Commission 
expressed the opinion that the divi- 
sion accruing to the Manufacturers’ 
Ry. of any joint rates which might 
be established between it and its 
trunk-line connections should not ex- 
ceed $2 a car. Upon further con- 
sideration view expressed that, sub- 
ject to any necessary modification 
thereof upon further hearing with re- 
spect to divisions of the necessity for 
such further hearing shall later arise, 
the division accruing to that carrier 
should not exceed $2.50 a car. (5) 
Tariffs of certain of the trunk lines 
defendant herein providing for restor- 
ation of the former allowances of 
$4.50 a car to the Manufacturers’ Ry., 
under suspension in Investigation and 
Suspension. Docket No, 355, directed 
to be canceled; p. 884. 
Coke Ry. 
Co.; case 5336 (30 I. C. C., 531-537). 
(1) In the distribution of coal cars 
during the car-shortage riods de- 
fendant arrived at the mine rate by 
—— to the estimated physical 
capacity the commercial capacity 
taken for the twelve-month period, 
dividing the result by two; Held, That 
in the instant case this method r- 
mits of discrimination and defendant 
will be required to distribute cars 
hereafter on the basis figured on the 
average shipment r days worked 
by the mines located on its line taken 
for a two-year period prior to Jan. 
1, 1918. (2) The proper distribution 
of oo is a question of fact to be 
determined according to the circum- 
stances and conditions existing in 
each particular case; P 8. 
Exchange of St Louis vs. 
B. & OG. R, R. Co. et al.; case 6628 
(30 I. C. C., 700-703). Record not suf- 
ficient to enable Commission to de- 
termine reasonableness of regulation 
requiring shippers of grain to sur- 
render their expense bills covering in- 
bound shipments in order to obtain 
the benefit of reshipping rates from 
St. Louis, Mo., and East St. Louis, 
Tll., to Central Freight Asociation and 
Trunk Line territories, which rates 
apply regardless of the point of origin 
of the original shipment. Case re- 
opened; p. 161 


Pp. 161. 
Michigan Manufacturers’ Association 


vs. Pere uette R. R. Co. 
et al.; case 3652 (31 I. C. C., 329- 
337). Complaint that certain provi- 
sions of the uniform demu e 
applied to traffic-in the state of Mich- 
igan are unjust and unreasonable, not 
—- Complaint dismissed; p. 


et al. 


6. 
Middletown Car Co. vs. Pennsylvania R. 


R. Co. et al.; case No. 6028 (32 I. C. 
C., 185-187). The complaint seeks the 
extension of the fabrication-in-transit 
pine applicable to bridge and 
uilding steel, and to steel entering 


into underframes for rail cars. 
Held, That there is no culiar re- 
quirement incident to e pressed 


steel car industry, as is the case in 
the bridge and structural steel in- 
dustry, which necessitates the exten- 


: 
s} 
: 
: 
a) 
t 
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sion of the fabrication-in-transit priv- 
ilege to the pressed steel car industry 
with respect to the steel underframes 
for railroad cars; p. 961. 

Milwaukee Produce and Fruit Exchange 
vs. Crosby Transportation Co. et al.; 
case 6278 (30 I. C. C., 653-657). For- 
mer through route and joint rates of 
the Grand Rapids, Grand Haven & 
Muskegon Ry. Co. and the Crosby 
Transportation Co. from points on the 
former line, except Grand Rapids, 
Grand Haven and Muskegon, Mich., 
to Milwaukee, Wis., ordered to be re- 
established in so far as necessary to 
provide for the transportation of fresh 
fruits; p. 114. 

Minneapolis Civic and Commerce Assn. 
vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co.; case 
5995 (30 I. C. C., 663-675). Defend- 
ant’s present classrates from Minne- 
apolis and St. Paul, Minn., to points 
on its transcontinental line in South 
Dakota and North Dakota for dis- 
tances up to 600 miles found unjust 
and unreasonable in so far as they 
one the rates named in the report; 
Pp. i 

Mobile Chamber of Commerce et al, vs. 
Mobile & Ohio R. R. Co. et al.; case 
5899 (32 I. C. C., 272-282). The com- 
Plaint is a general attack upon the 
reasonableness of export cotton rates 
from all points in the southeast lo- 
cated on the lines of the defendants 
to Mobile, and an attack on certain 
practices of the carriers serving Mo- 
bile; Held, That—(1) The record does 
not warrant a finding of unreason- 
ableness of the rates attacked. (2) 
The system of rates designated as 
“penalty rates’’ discussed and de- 
fendants required to abandon system, 
and to establish a rate from the point 
of origin to the compress point which 
shall be no more than a reasonable 
local. (3) Discrimination against Mo- 
bile found to exist under penalty rate 
system, and carriers serving compress 
points from points of origin required 
to join in through routes with joint 
rates from such points of origin to 
Mobile. (4) Discrimination in rates 
found to exist prejudicial. to Mobile 
as compared to Savannah, and defend- 
ants who participate in these rates 
required to readjust them, removing 
this discrimination. (5) The rate 
from Memphis to Mobile is a com- 
pelled rate and is not a proper basis 
for adjusting other rates not sim- 
ilarly circumstanced. (6) Complaint 
as to preference to certain steamship 
lines by certain of the defendants in 
the matter of docking facilities at 
Mobile specifically dealt with in Mo- 
bile Chamber of Commerce vs. M. & 
Oo: R:.:3.Ce, BL 6G C,.,.48 The 
order issued in this case was vacated 
and set aside, it being shown that 
the requirements contained in the 
order had been acquiesced in by the 
defendants. If these requirements are 
not being complied with, the proper 
steps may be taken to enforce com- 
pliance with the views expressed in 
the report in this case. (7) The de- 
fendants ewning docks or serving 
docks at Mobile required to establish 
an interchange switching system, so 
that any of these docks may be 
available to shippers located on any 
ef the lines serving Mobile or any of 
their connecting lines. Waverly Oil 
Works vs. P. R. R. Co., 28 I. C. C.. 
621, distinguished. (8) The charges 
for this terminal switching should be 
assessed on the basis of being an 
additional service, and should be rea- 
sonable and compensatory. From the 
record, 3 cents per 100 pounds seems 
agreeable to all concerned, as both 
reasonable and compensatory, and is 
fixed as the charge for switching cars 
of cotton for export from interchange 
point to dock or wharf served. (9) 
The export cotton rates to Mobile 
should hereafter. be quoted as for 
station delivery or for delivery at 
points of interchange at Mobile, and 
the terminal charge for ship-side de- 
livery should be stated as an addi- 
tional éharge. But nothing herein 
should be taken as authorizing an in- 
crease in the present through rates 
to ship side. (10) The “through bill 
of lading’ issued on export cotton 
shipments entails no_ responsibilitv 
on the part of the rail carrier as a 
common carrier after it delivers the 
shipment at its dock or after it is 


delivered to the connecting carrier at 
its interchange track in Mobile. Mo- 
bile Chamber of Commerce vs. M. & 
O. R. R. Co., 23 I. C. C., 417-425, 
quoted and followed. (11) The agent 
of carriers defendant at point of 
origin should issue through bills of 
lading when the shipper simply desig- 
nates the wharf or dock in Mobile at 
which he wishes delivery made, (12) 
“City cotton’’ when delivered to a 
carrier defendant at its station proper 
in Mobile or at its interchange track 
should be delivered to the dock or 
wharf served by it at the uniform ter- 
mina] charge, and should be subject to 
same provisions as to free time and 
demurrage as other export cotton. 
(13) Cotton shipped into Mobile as 
local, when later declared to be ex- 
port, should take the export cotton 
rate to Mobile station proper, plus 
the terminal charge; Dec. 26, p. 1171. 


Molasses; in the matter of import rates 


on blackstrap molasses from Mobile 
and New Orleans (I. and S. 440); 
Louisiana Sugar Planters’ Assn. vs. 
I. Cc. R. R. (case 6730); Leon God- 
chaux Co., Ltd., vs. same (case 6730, 
sub. No. 1, and 6730, sub. No. 2); 31 
I. C. C., 311-322. (1) Import rates 
on blackstrap molasses from Mobile 
Ala., and from New Orleans and other 
Louisiana points to St. Louis, Mo., 
and East St. Louis, Ill, and various 
points beyond found to be unduly 
preferential as compared with higher 
domestic rates on blackstrap molasses 
from the same points of origin to the 
same points of destination, and the 
carriers required to remove the dis- 
crimination by reducing the difference 
made between the import rates and 
the domestic rates. (2) Respondents 
required .to cancel special import 
rates on blackstrap molasses based 
on agreed value unless they so revise 
their tariffs as to reduce the proposed 
difference between domestic rates and 
import rates, and so as to also re- 
duce the proposed difference between 
the rates based on agreed value and 
the unconditional rates on blackstrap 
molasses; p, 302. 


Molasses; rates on blackstrap molasses 


to Kansas City and other points; I. 
and S. 395 (32 I. C. C., 176-179). Pro- 
posed increased rates on blackstrap 
molasses in carloads from points in 
Louisiana to points in Missouri, Ne- 
braska, Kansas and Iowa, being the 
same rates which govern the trans- 
portation of all other grades of mo- 
lasses from the same points of origin 
to the same points of destination. 
found to be reasonable. Order of 
suspension vacated; p. 1009 


Molasses rates to Knoxville; ‘I. and S. 


322 (30 I. C. C., 618-614). Proposed 
domestic rate of 33c per 100 pounds 
on “blackstrap’’ molasses in carloads, 
being the same rate which governs 
the transportation of all other mo- 
lasses from New Orleans, La., to 
Knoxville, Tenn., found to be justi- 
fied, except in so far as it may vio- 
late the long-and-short-haul clause in 
comparison with a rate of 32c to 
Bristol, Tenn.; p. 104. 

Montana, board of Railroad commis- 
sioners of the state of, vs. Butte, 
Anaconda & Pacific Ry. Co. et al.; 
case 6483 (31 I. C. C., 641-653). Com- 
plainant assails the rates on ain 
from all po‘nts in Montana to Minne- 
apolis and Seattle as unreasonable 
and discriminatory; Held, That—(1) 
The reasonableness or unreasonable- 
ness of freight rates cannot be gauged 
solely by the ability or inability of 
shippers under depressed market con- 
ditions to market their products with 
profit under existing rates. (2) Com- 
parisons of the rates assailed with 
those in other states do not show that 
the Montana rates are unreasonable. 
(3) The shorter distance to Minne- 
apolis via Chicago, Milwaukee & St. 
Paul Ry., coupled with the fact that 
its line was constructed at a recent 
date through a relatively unproductive 
region and obtains a traffic less dense 
than its competitors, may fairly jus- 
tify a small disparity in ton-mile 
revenue between points on that line 
and points on the Great Northern and 
Northern Pacifiic. (4) In view of the 
greater value of flaxseed and its pe- 
culiar liability to loss in transit, a 
differential of 2c over the wheat rates 
charged by defendants cannot be 


deemed unreasonable. (5) Fourth 
section violations on the Great Falls- 
Bill.ngs branch of the Great Northern 
ordered corrected. (6) Complainants 
have failed to sustain the burden of 
proof.. Complaint dismissed; p. 762. 

Morris Fork Coal Co. vs. Coal & Coke 
Ry. Co.; see McCaa Coal Co. vs. 
same; p. 8. 

National Baggage Committee vs. At- 
chison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. 
et al.; case 5393 (32 I. C. C., 152-161). 
(1) Defendants’ rates and charges for 
the transportation in interstate com- 
merce of excess baggage not shown 
to be unreasonable. (2) Defendants’ 
rates and charges for the transpor- 
tation in interstate commerce of bag- 
gage of excess value found to be un- 
reasonable. Reasonable rates and 
charges prescribed as maxima for the 
future; p. 1000. 


National Casket Co. vs. Southern Ry. 


Co.; case 5697 .(31 I. C. C., 678-698). 
(1) Defendant’s rules and regulations 
applicable to transit on lumber at 
points on its system generally not 
found to be unduly discriminatory or 
prejudicial to transit users in western 
North Carolina, but the refusal tc 
apply the transit rate on small ship- 
ments of lumber of a particular kind 
of wood which, being a part of a 
mixed carload shipment, weighs less 
than 1,000 pounds, found to be un- 
reasonable. (2) Defendant’s practices 
in respect to the weighing and bill- 
ing of shipments of transit lumber 
moving from Azalea, N. C., found to 
be unjust and unreasonable. (3) Tran- 
sit charge of 2 cents per 100 pounds 
above the through rate not found to 
be unreasonable in view of conditions 
surrounding the service at Azalea, 
Woodfin, Asheville, Biltmore ana 
Marion, N. C.; nor upon the facts 
shown to be unduly discriminatory 
against the latter points as compared 
with east Tennesse points. Evidence 
upon which a contrary conclusion was 
reached in Spiegel vs. S. Ry. Co., 25 
I. C. C., 71, and Bristol Door and 
Lumber Co. vs. N. & W. Ry. Co., 25 
I. C. C. 87, compared and held not to 
mitigate the controlling effect of the 
evidence in this case; p. 805. 

Nebraska State Railway Commission vs. 
Central Verrnont Ry. Co. et al. (case 
6135); ‘Hodges and Baldwin et al, vs. 
Central Vt. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6327 
(32 I. C. C., 41-47). (1) The classifi- 
cation rating and rates on shipments 
of monumental granite from quarry 
points in Vermont to points in Ne- 
braska, applied from the. points of 
origin to the Mississippi River. cross- 
ings, held to be discriminatory upon 
comparison with the classification rat- 
ing and rates applied by the carriers 
to dressed and polished building gran- 
ite: and it is ordered that the carriers 
shall establish on the monumental 
granite a rate and rating not in ex- 
cess of those contemporaneously ap- 
plied to the building granite. (2) In 
considering the propriety of the class- 
ification, the matter of the definition 
of the commodity is unimportant; and 
the Commission should look to the 
kind and value of the stones com- 
pared, which is and should be the 
basis for such differences as may 
properly exist in the classification. 
(Jones Bros. Co. vs. M. & W. R. R. 
Co., 21 I. C. C.. 57%); -p.- $37. 

New Haven Inquiry; in re financial 
transactions of the New York, New 
Haven & Hartford Ry. Co.; case 
6569 (31 I. C. C., 32-132). In response 
to a resolution of the Senate, the re- 
sults of a further investigation by the 
Commission into the financial trans- 
actions of the road are submitted in 
the report, with expressions of opinion 
and recommendations; p. 346. 


New Orleans Live Stock Exchange, Ltd., 


et al. vs. Louisville & Nashville R. R. 
Co. et al.; case 6495 (31 I. C. C., 609- 
613). A charge of $2.50 per car for 
cleaning and disinfecting cars im- 
posed by the carriers upon the own- 
ers of cattle moved in such cars from 
quarantined territory to New Orleans, 
La., found not to be unreasonable, the 
service being required by federal reg- 
ulations, and also found not to be 
wapucty discriminatory against New 
Orleans, as compared with points at 
— no acne is ae for a like 

rvice requir y the same re - 
tions; p. 752. _ 
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New York Produce Exchange vs, N. Y. 
Cc. & H. R. R. R. Co. et ali; case 
6380 (32 1. C. C., 212-217). Ex-lake 
export rates on grain from Buffaio, 
N. Y., to New York City found not 
to be unreasonable. Complaint dis- 
m.ssed; Dec. 12, p. 1080. 

Nix, John, & Co. et al. vs. Southern 
Ry. Co. et al. (case 5709); R. L. Har- 
vey & Co. et al. vs. B. & O. R. R. 
Co, et al.; case 5709, sub No. 1 (31 
I. C. C., 145-150). (1) Rates for the 
transportation of apples from points 
in the producing territory of Virginia 
to easter cities not found unreasonable 
or unjustly discriminatory. Complaint 
dismissed. (2) The fact that a carrier 
has published rates which contravene 
the long-and-short-haul rule of the 
fourth section of the act, without au- 
thority therefor, is not of itself a suf- 
ficient basis for an award of repara- 
tion, in the absence of. proof of 
damage to the shipper; p. 211. 


Oklahoma, Corporation Commission of, 


et at. vS. A. ‘tT. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al; 
case 6300 (31 I. C. C., 532-543). In 
this proceeding it is alleged that the 
interstate passenger fare of 3 cents 
a male through Arkansas, Missouri 
and Oklahoma is unreasonable and 
unjustly discriminatory to the extent 
that it exceeds the intrastate fare of 
2 cents a mile contemporaneously 
maintained in these states and the 
prayer is that an interstate passenger 
fare of 2 cents a mile be prescribed; 
Held, That—(1) The defendants did 
not voluntarily establish and do not 
voluntarily maintain the intrastate 
passenger fare of 2 cents a mile. (2) 
Basing interstate passenger fares in 
the states named on 3 cents a mile 
not found unreasonable. (3) The 3- 
cent fares not being unreasonable and 
the lawfulness of the 2-cent fares not 
being in issue, the complaint is dis- 
missed; p. 418. 


Oklahoma Portland Cement Co. vs. 


Arkansas, Louisiana & Gulf Ry. Co. 
et al.; case 6068 (32 I. C. C., 221-225). 
Cement rates from Ada, Okla., to all 
points in the state of Louisiana west 
of the Mississippi River, southern 
Arkansas, and certain destinations in 
eastern Texas, considered; Held, That 
—(1) Ada should be put on a 3-cent 
differential under the Kansas gas belt 
rates to the Arkansas destination 
points and 2-cent differential under 
the Kansas gas belt rates to the 
Louisiana and Texas points, (2) The 
St. Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern 
Railway Company will be required to 
establish through routes from Ada to 
the destination points on its line to 
which it operates through routes from 
the Kansas gas belt, and the rates 
applicable via such through routes 
will be governed as indicated above. 
(3) A carrier may not by rates ad- 
justments reserve the territory it 
serves for plants located on its own 
lines. Lumber Rates from Texas, 
Louisiana and Arkansas, 28 I. C. C., 
471, followed; Dec. 19, p. 1113. 


Omaha Grain Exchange vs. N. P. Ry. 


Co. et al. (case 6290); Same vs. C. M. 
& St. P. Ry. Co.; case 6290, sub- No. 
1 (30 I. C. C., 572-580). Upon prayer 
for the establishment of joint rates 
upon grain in carload lots from Mon- 
tana points on the Northern Pacific 
Ry. west of Billings over the Chicago, 
Burlington & Quincy R. R. via Bill- 
ines, to Omaha and South Omaha, 
Neb., and Council Bluffs, Ia.; and 
upon prayer for the _ establish- 
ment from. stations in Montana, 
North Dakota and South Dakota on 
the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul 
Ry. of rates upon grain in carload 
lots to Omaha, South Omaha and 
Council Bluffs not greater than those 
contemporaneously charged for the 
transportation of grain by said car- 
rier from the same points of origin 
to Duluth and Minneaoplis; Held—(1) 
That defendants Northern Pacific Ry. 
Co. and Chicago. Burlington & Quinev 
R. R. Co. should establish and main- 
tain joint rates on grain from Mon- 
tana points on the line of the North- 
ern Pacific Ry. Co. west of Billings 
to Qmaha, South Omaha and Council 
Pluffs not higher than the rates con- 
temporaneously maintained from the 
same points of origin to Minneapolis, 
Minn., via the Northern Pacific Ry. 
(2) That the essential disparity in the 
distance traversed over the Chicago, 


Milwaukee & St. Paul Ry. as between 
points of origin in Mon Dakota 
and South Dakota and nneap- 
olis on the one hand, and between 
said points of origin and Omaha on 
, the other hand, warrants a difference 
in the rate that thay be charged for 
the contrasted hauls; that the differ- 


ence in the rates now charged of 5c. 


is unjustly discriminatory and preju- 
dicial; and that, except where at pres- 
ent equal rates apply, the defendant 
carrier should establish from said 
points of origin’ to Omaha, South 
Omaha and Council Bluffs a rate not 
to exceed by more than 2 cents per 
100 pounds the rate contemporaneously 
charged from said points of origin to 
Minneapolis; p. 55. ‘ 

Ontario Iron Ore Co. vs. N. Y. C. & H. 
R. R. R. Co. et al.; cases 6520; 6520 
sub. 1; 6520, sub. 2 (30 I. C. C., 566- 
573). Upon all the facts disclosed by 
the record the Commission is of the 
opinion that the present rate of. $1.10 
per gross ton for the transportation 
of iron ore in carloads from rruitland 
and Ontario, N. Y., to Emporium, Pa., 
and the present rate of $1.60 a 
ton on the same: traffic to Iston, 
Saxton and Riddlesburg, Pa., have not 
been shown to be unreasonable nor 
unjustly prejudicial. The present rate 
of $1.60 per gross ton to Curtin, Miles- 
burg and Bellefonte, Pa., found un- 
reasonable to the extent it exceeds 
$1.40; Rg: 60. 

Pacific Fruit Exchange vs. S. P. Co. et 
al. (case 5831); and fourth section ap- 
plications 345 and 349 of R. H. Coun- 
tiss (31 I. C. C., 159-166). (1) Car- 
load rates applied on shipments of 
deciduous fruit during the year 1911 
from California points to Montgomery, 
Ala., and to Tampa, Fila., held not 
shown to have been unreasonable by 
comparison with the lower blanket 
rate applicable to destinations north 
of the Ohio River. Reductions, how- 
ever, may be expected to follow the 
pending negotiations between the car- 
riers, and unless such reductions are 
made within a reasonable time the 
Commission will make a further ex- 
amination of the matter and prescribe 
rates. ‘Ihe portion of the presegt 
through rate for the movement be- 
tween the bas.ng point, Jacksonville, 
Fla., and Tampa, Fila., is not shown 
upon the present record to be unrea- 
sonable. (2) The fourth section ap- 
plication of the carriers to maintain 
higher rates to Montgomery than tu 
various points in Central Freight As- 
sociation and Eastern territory to 
which Montgomery is intermediate, 
is granted; p. 175 


Pacific Fruit Exchange vs. S. P. Co. et 


al.; case 5976 (32 I. C. C., 48-50). The 
complaint attacks the refrigeration 
rates paid on shipments of deciduous 
fruits from California points to des- 
tin@tions in other states during the 
season of 1911 and seeks the esab- 
lishment of lower rates than the ex- 
isting ones adopted in 1912; Held, 
That, in accordance with the conclu- 
sions in Railroad Commission of the 
State of California vs. A. G. S. R. R. 
Co., 32 I. C. C., 17, the existing re- 
frigeration rates are not excessive. 
No reparation should be awarded for 
the difference between the 1911 and 
the 1912 rates; p. 863. 


Pacific Navigation Co. vs. Southern 


Pacific Co. et al.; case 6350 (31 I. C. 
C., 472-481). Complainant, a common 
earrier operating steamers between 
San Francisco, San Pedro and San 
Diego, Cal., asks that the rail car- 
riers, defendants herein, be required 
to establish through routes and joint 
fares with its steamers to the same 
extent as at present maintained with 
the Pacific Coast Steamship Co, and 
the San Francisco & Portland Steam- 
ship Co.; Held, That—(1) Defendants 
should establish through routes and 
joint fares with complainant. (2) In 
so far as the Western Pacific Ry. and 
the San Pedro, Los Angeles & Salt 
Lake R. R. and their connections are 
concerned, the Commission. unques- 
tionably has jurisdiction to require 
the establishment of through routes 
and joint fares with complainant’s 
steamers. These carriers have no 
rail lines between San Francisco and 
Los Angeles and the question of short 
hauling themselves cannot, therefore, 
be raised. (3) Under the circum- 


stances of the present case, the South- 
ern’ Pacific and the Santa Fe, which 
have rails of their own between San 
Francisco and Los Angeles, may. also 
be required to join with complainant 
in establishing through routes and 
joint fares notwithstanding the lim- 
itation contained in section 15 of the 
act. (4) By maintaining through 
routes and joint fares with the Pa- 
cific Coast Steamship Co. and the San 
Francisco & Portland Steamship Co. 
and refusing to establish through 
routes and joint fares with complain- 
ant, defendants are violating section 
3 of the Act to regulate commerce. 
While the first paragraph of section 
3 provides primarily for the equal 
treatment of shippers, the second 
Paragraph would seem to have been 
directed to connecting lines and to 
have intended to regulate the terms 
of interchange of traffic. Paragraph 
2 of section 3 provides not only for 
the “receiving’ and “delivering’’ of 
traffic by connecting carriers, but also 
the ‘forwarding of passengers and 
property” and “interchange of traf- 
fic’ in general, Defendants are not 
afforded equal facilities for the re- 
ceiving, forwarding and delivering of 
passengers to and from their lines 
and those connecting therewith. By 
accepting less than their local fare 
to the port as their division of joint 
through fares established in connec- 
tion with the Pacific Coast Steamship 


' Co. and the San Francisco & Portland 


Steamship Co. and charging their 
full local fare in the case of passen- 
gers who desire to continue via com- 
plainant’s line, they are discriminat- 
ing in their rates and charges between 
complainant and its competitors. (5) 
If rail carriers are permitted to choose 
the particular boat lines with which 
they will establish through routes and 
joint rates, they will be able to dic- 
tate who shall operate on the water, 
and who shall not, for a boat line 
which is accorded a monopoly of the 
through water-and-rail traffic will 
soon be able to drive its competitor 
out of business, The spirit of the 
Act to regulate commerce is to main- 
tain the freedom of our ports and to 
allow boat lines to engage in traffic 
upon equal terms. To permit the 
rail carriers serving. a port to favor 
one boat line or another would destroy 
the freedom of competition between 
boat lines which the act is intended 
to preserve and would practically close 
ports to all but the favored vessels; 


p. 413. 7 
Packing-house products; in the matter - 


of rates from Cedar Rapids, . Iowa, 
and other points to St. Paul, Minn., 
Eau Claire, Wis., and other points; 
I. and S. 290 (31 I. C. C., 308-310). 
An increase from 15 cents to 18% 
cents in the rate on packing-house 
products from Cedar Rapids and other 
points in Iowa to St. Paul and Minne- 
apolis sustained upon the facts ad- 
duced of record; p. 299. 


Page Milling Co. et al. vs. N. & W. Ry. 


Co.; case 6216 (30 I. C. C., 605-612). 
Complainants assail as unreasonable 
and unjustly discriminatory defend+ 
ant’s rates on flour and grain products 
from milling points on its Shenandoah 
division in Virginia and West Virginia 
to points on its Pocahontas division 
and Clinch Valley extension in Vir- 
ginia and West Virginia; Held, That 
the Commission is not convinced on 
the facts of record that the rates 
complained of are unjustly discrim- 
inatory or otherwise in violation of 
law. Complaint dismissed; p. 67. 


Passes; in the matter of financial re- 


lations, rates and practices of the 
L & N., N., C. & St. L., and other 
carriers; preliminary report of the 
Commission to the U. S. Senate pur- 
suant to paragraph 13 of Senate res-. 
olution 153; case 6319 (31 I. C. C., 
261-264); p. 287. 


Peonvle’s Fuel and Supply Co. vs. Grand 


Trunk Western Ry. Co. et al.; case 
5099 (30 I. C. C., 657, 662). The Min- 
neapolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste Marie 
Ry. Co. and the Grand Trunk Western 
Ry. Co., in compliance with an order 
of the Commission, established a 
joint rate for the transportation of 
ice from Silver Lake, Wis., to a point 
of delivery on the tracks of the Grand 
Trunk Western Ry. in Chicago, Ill. 
Upon petition of the first-named car- 











rier asking that the Commission fix, 
in accordance with the provisions of 
section 15 of the act, the divisions and 
the portion to be received by each of 
the carriers out of that rate; Held, 
That for reasons stated in the report 
the Grand Trunk Western Ry. should 
receive, and the Minneapolis, St. Paul 
& Sault Ste. Marie Ry. should allow to 
it, the regular reciprocal switching 
charge applicable, under the provisions 
of the Lowrey tariff, to reciprocal 
ae in the Chicago district; p. 
Phoenix Printing Co. et al. vs. M., K. 
& T. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6543 (31 IL. 


C. C., 289-293). Rates on news print ]}. 


paper from Minnesota mills and Wis- 
consin mills to Muskogee, Okla., found 
to be unreasonable and carriers re- 
quired-to publish lower rates found 
to be unreasonable and carriers re- 
ed; p. 233. 

Pittsburg & Southwestern Coal Co. et 
al, vs, Wabash-Pittsburgh Terminal 


Ry. Co, et, al.; case 6317 (31 I. C. C., | 


660-664). -Combination carload rates 
on bituminous coal from points on the 
Wabash-Pittsburgh Terminal Ry. in 
Pennsylvania to destinations in other 
states on and reached via the Pitts- 
burgh & Lake Erie R. R. and the 
Baltimore & Ohio R. R. found to be 
unreasonable and unduly prejudicial 
to complainants to the extent that 
they exceed by more than 10 cents 
per ton joint carload rates on bitum- 
inous coal for hauls to same destina- 
tions from mines on the West Side 
Belt R. R. Defendants required to 
establish joint rates from points on 
the Wabash-Pittsburgh Terminal Ry. 
which shall not exceed by more than 
10 cents per ton the rates to same des- 
tinations from points on the West 
Side Belt R. R.; p. 769. 

Portland. Chamber of Commerce et al. 
vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; case 
6419 (32 I. C. C., 188-191). First and 
second class ratings on bakery godds 
in cartons and tins, in crates and in 
boxes and barrels, in less than car- 
loads, for interstate shipments from 
points in Oregon and Washington to 
points in Oregon, Washington, Cal- 
ifornia, Idaho and Montana, found to 
be unreasonable, and third-class rat- 
ing prescribed for future; p. 1010. 

Pueblo Commerce Club vs, Dénver & 
Rio Grande R. R. Co.; case 5769 (31 
I. C. C,, 133-137). Defendants’ second, 
third, fourth and fifth class rates 
from Pueblo, Colo., to Durango, Colo., 
via an interstate route, not shown to 
be unduly discriminatory or prejudi- 
cial. Complaint dismissed; ps 208. 


Queen Shoals Coal Co. vs. Coal & Coke 
Ry. Co.; see McCaa Coal Co. vs. same; 


p. 8. 

Reconsignment: less carload freight re- 
consignment privileges; I. & S. 434 
(32 I. C. C., 85-86). Proposed with- 
drawal by respondents of the privi- 
lege of reconsignment of less-than- 
earload freight, west of Albuquerque 
and Belen, N. M., found to be justi- 
fied. Order of suspension vacated; 
p. 878: 

Rees’, Hans, Sons vs. Southern Ry. Co. 
(case 5853), and Tanbark Rates to 
North Carolina Points; I. and S. 323 
(30 I. Cc. C., 585-587). (1) The rate of 
6 cents per 100 pounds on tanbark 
from Delrio,, Tenn., to Asheville, N. 
C., not found to be unjustly discrim- 
inatory. Complaint dismissed. (2) 
The cancellation of the application of 
the North Carolina intrastate mileage 
seale of rates on tanbark from stations 
on the lines of the defendant in South 
Carolina to North Carolina tanning 
points, and the placing of that com- 
modity on the same rate basis as lum- 
ber and other forest products, found 
justified. Order of suspension va- 
cated; p. 59. 

Refrigeration; in the matter of rates 
from New Orleans and other points 
to Chicago; I. and S, 369 (31 I. C. C., 
637-640). Proposed increased less- 
than-carload' refrigeration charges 
from New Orleans and other points 
on the Illinois Central and Yazoo & 
Mississippi Valley railroads to Chicago 
not found to be unreasonable. Order 
of suspension vacated; p. 716. 

Refrigerator cars; in re rental] for in- 
sulated cars; see rental charges for 
insulated cars; p. 226. 
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Reinius, S. E., vs. Pullman Co. et al.; 
ie ee Club of Sioux Falls; 
Pp. ‘ 

Rental charges for insulated cars; I. 

and S. 360 (31 I. C. C., 255-257). 
Proposed charge of $5 per car per 
trip for the use of a refrigerator car 
in the movement of potatoes from 
points of origin in Minnesota and 
neighboring states not found to be un- 
reasonable. Order of suspension va- 
cated; 2: 226. 

Rhinelander Paper Co. vs. M., St. P. 
and Sault Ste. Marie Ry. Co.; case No. 
4341 (31 I. C. C., 555-558). On rehear- 
ing, conclusions in original report ad- 
hered to; p. 500. 

Rice; in the matter of rates on rice 
from Helena, Ark., to New Orleans; 
I. and S. 394 (31 I. C. C., 614-615). 
Proposed increased rates for the 
transportation of rough rice from 
Helena, Ark., to New Orleans, La., 
found to be justified. Order of sus- 
pension vacated; p. 753. 

Richmond Chamber of Commerce vs. 
Seaboard Air Line Ry. et al.; case 
No. 4611 (30 I. C. C., 552-561). Upon 
complaint that the defendants unduly 
discriminate against receivers of 
freight at Richmond, Va., by perform- 
ing switching service on interstate 
carload freight without charge for 
one and refusing to perform a like 
service for another where the service 
is performed under like circumstances 
and conditions, and that they unduly 
discriminate against receivers and ship- 
pers of freight at Richmond by re- 
fusing to absorb switching tharges on 
interstate carload freight from con- 
necting lines in that city, while at the 
same time no charge is made for sim- 
ilar switching service at Norfolk, Va., 
and other points, Held, That—(1) 
In cases where the traffic moves from 
the same ponts of origin and the 
switching charge is absorbed in the 
one case and not in the other there 
is a violation of section 2 of the act, 
as the existence of competition in 
the one case and not in the other 
clearly does not constitute a sub- 
stantial dissimilarity of circumstances 
and conditions. Even, however, in 
the case of traffic which moves from 
different points and where section 3 
alone may apply the competitive con- 
ditions relied up are not sufficient to 
constitute a substantial dissimilarity 
of circumstances and_ conditions 
within the meaning of that section. 
(2) The imposition of switching 
charges on interstate carload freight 
at Richmond, while at the same time 
no charge of a like character is im- 
posed at Norfolk on similar traffic, 
constitutes undue discrimination 
against receivers and shippers of 
freight at the former point, which. the 

‘defendants will be required to re- 
move. (3) Complaint with respect to 
unreasonable and discriminatory 
charges on trap, peddlar and station- 
order cars not sustained; p. 51. : 

Royster, F. S., Guano Co. vs. Atlantic 
Coast Line R. R. Co. et al. (case No. 
6206); fourth section application 703 
and 1573 (31 I. C. C., 458-463). (1) 
Rates for the transportation of fer- 
tilizers in carloads from Norfolk, Va., 
to points in central and eastern North 
Carolina considered. Upon the facts 
shown of record, and for the reasons 
stated in the report, a mileage scale 
of rates established for the future. 
(2) Applications of defendants for 
authority to continue to charge a 
lower rate on fertilizers and fertilizer 
materials from Norfolk, Va., to Wilm- 
ington, N. C., than to intermediate 
points, denied; p. 408. 

St. Matthews Produce Exchange\vs. L. 
& N. R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 6623 
(32 I. C. C., 233-237). (1) Charges 
assessed by defendants for the trans- 
portation of potatoes and onions from 
St. Matthews, Ky., and other stations 
to Cincinnati, Ohio, and via that point 
to Central Freight Association terri- 
tory not found unreasonable or to re- 
sult in unjust discrimination against 
such points of origin and undue pref- 
erence to Louisville. (2) Local rates 
from St. Matthews and other stations, 
when used in connection with inter- 
state shipments of potatoes and 
onions, via Louisville, Ky., found un- 
reasonable and reasonable factors pre- 
scribed. Dec. 19; p. 1117. 

Schrager Coal Co. vs. D. L. & W. R. 
R. Co. et al.; case No. 6653 (32 I. C. 









C., 87-89). Carload rates on anthra- 
cite from Schrager’s washery, 
near Taylor, Pa., to tidewater ints 
in New Jersey, found unreasonable to 
the extent they exceed the rates to 
same points from Taylor. Reparation 
awarded; p. 880. ; 

Separation of operating expenses (30 I. 
C. C., 676-682). (1) The question of 
requiring carriers to separate their 
operating expenses between freight 
and passenger services as outlined in 
statistical series circular No. 3 being 
considered for the Commission, Held, 
That sufficient reason exists for re- 
quiring the extension of this separa- 
tion beyond what has been required 
heretofore in the Commission’s an- 
nual report. (2) Circular No. 3 will 
be revised and if sufficient progress 
can be made carriers will be asked to 
file a special report for the year end- 
ing June 30, 1915. -(3) As early as 
practicable all carriers of Class I will 
be required to assign and apportion 
all operating expenses between pas- 
senger and freight services on bases 
which will be prescribed; p. 152. 

Sioux City Terminal Elevation Co. et al. 
vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; case 
No. 3243 (31 I. C. C., 482-484). Local 
rates prescribed on grain from produc- 
ing stations in South Dakota, Ne- 
braska, Iowa and Minnesota to Sioux 
City, Iowa; p. 417. 

Sloss-Sheffield Steel and Iron Co. et al. 
vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 
4800 (30 I. C. C., 597-604). Operators 
of blast furnaces in Alabama and Ten- 
nessee complain that the existing 
rates on pig iron from the south to 
Ohio River crossings, to points north 
and east thereto all rail, and to New 
England, all rail and rail and water, 
are unreasonable and unjustly dis- 
criminatory. The rates from Chatta- 
nooga, Tenn., are made certain dif- 
ferentials under Birmingham and as 
these differentials have not been 
questioned, the entire southern situa- 
tion dealt with by considering only 
Birmingham, which district is repre- 
sentative of the Alabama operations. 
Louisville is representative of Ohio 
River crossings, as Chicago and Boston 
are illustrative of Central Freight As- 
sociation territory and the east re- 
spectively. On the facts of record, 
Held, That—(1) The ratés now 
exacted from the Birmingham district 
to Louisville, St. Louis, Chicago and 
to Boston, rail and water, are unrea- 
sonable. Reasonable rates prescribed. 
(2) The present differentials between 
the southern furnaces should be main- 
tained, as should also the relation of 
rates now obtaining to the Ohio River, 
to points in Central Freight Associa- 
tion territory and to the east. No 
change will be ordered in the propor- 
tional rates to the Ohio River at this 
time for the reason that this would 
throw the entire reduction upon -the 
southern lines. The proportional rates 
to and from the Ohio River should 
be so revised as to make the through 
rate to Chicago, for example, not in 
excess of $4 per gross ton. (3). The 
existing rail-water-and-rail rates from 
Birmingham to interior New England 
points are unreasonable. Reasonable 
rates to Springfield, Mass., Portland, 
Me., and Lowell, Mass., prescribed 
with like reductions in the rates to 
other interior New England points. 
(4) Sufficient testimony has not been 
presented upon which a definite find- 
ing with respect to the all-rail rates 
to New England can be made. As to 
the reasonableness of the present dif- 
ferentials between all rail and rail and 
water no opinion is expressed, but 
nothing herein said must be taken as 
a justification for’ any increase in such 
differentials. With this understand- 
ing, the readjustment of their all- 
rail rates to New England points is 
left to the carriers. (5). Award of 
reparation should be denied; p. 64. 

Snow Lumber Co. et al. vs, Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad Co. et al.; see Standard 
Mirror Co. et al. vs. Pennsylvania 
Railroad Co. et al.; p. 1166. 

Southeastern fourth section violations 

32. iI. C., 61-84). (1) Mileage 


scale shown on page 174 of report 
modified to correct discrepancies. (2) 
Carriers authorized in using mileage 
scale on ocean-and-rail business from 
New York and Philadelphia to add to 
the rates for like distances shown in 
the scale of the differentials by which 


_— 








the rates on the classes from New 
York and Philadelphia to points in 
this territory usually exceed the rates 
on the corresponding classes from 
Baltimore. (3) In determining which 
routes are circuitous the gateways 
Chattanooga, Birmingham, Montgom- 
ery and Atlanta are used on routes 
from Ohio and Mississippi River 
crossings; Charleston, Savannah, 
Brunswick and Jacksonville on ocean- 
and-rail routes from eastern cities; 
Chattanooga, Atlanta, Athens, Au- 
gusta and Savannah on rail routes 
from Virginia cities, distances to be 
computed from such gateway. (4) 
Carriers authorized to depart from the 
requirements of the report and order 
as to rates from Ohio River crossings 
and New Orleans to Helena, Ga., and 


points in same general territory, as. 


shown herein. (5) Carriers’ author- 
ized to continue lower rates from 
Louisville and lower Ohio River 
crossings to Opelika, Ala., and points 
in Montgomery sub-territory than to 
intermediate points south of Atlanta 
in Atlanta sub-territory, and to con- 
tinue lower rates from Cincinnati, 
Ohio, to points in Atlanta territory 
between Eufaula and Macon and be- 
tween the Chattahoochee River and 
Cordele than to intermediate points in 
Montgomery’ sub-territory between 
Montgomery and the Chattahoochee 
River. (6) Order in Board of Trade 
of Carrollton, Ga. vs. C. of G. Ry. Co., 
28 I. C. C., 154, modified to the ex- 
tent shown in this report by establish- 
ing class rates from Baltimore to 
Carrollton the same as to Cedar- 
town, Ga., and from Louisville to Car- 
roliton the same as to Newnan, Ga. 
(7) Carriers operating certain short 
roads in this territory authorized to 
continue to meet the rates at their 
junction points established by their 
trunk line connections, and to con- 
tinue higher rates to intermediate 
local points for two years. (8) South- 
ern Ry. Co. authorized to make 
changes in rates from eastern cities to 
points on the Memphis division of the 
Southern Ry. necessary to correct 
Fourth Section violations. (9). I- 
linois Central R. R. Co. and the Yazoo 
& Mississippi Valley R. R. Co. author- 
ized to continue rates from and via 
Memphis, Cairo and St. Louis to 
Jackson, Miss., lower than to inter- 
mediate points on the Yazoo & 
Mississippi Valley R. R. provided 
rates shown in scale are not exceeded. 
(10) Carriers authorized to make 
changes in rates from Louisville to 
points on the Atlantic Coast Line R. 
R. between the Chattahoochee River 
and Bainbridge, Ga., as shown herein. 
(11) Order respecti rates from 
Cairo, St. Louis and Chicago to points 
between Jackson and New Orleans and 
between Meridian and New Orleans 
modified. (12) Order nen rates 
from Chicago, St. Louis, Cairo, Louis- 
ville and Cincinnati to points north 
of Memphis modified. (13) Carriers 
authorized to maintain higher rates on 
indirect routes to points between 
Jackson and Meridian than to Jack- 
son or Meridian; p. 865. 


Southern Hardwood Traffic Bureau, for 
the benefit of R. J. Darnell, Inc. vs: 
I. Cc. R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 6468 
(31 I. C. C., 6-9). Rates on lumber 
from Batesville, Miss., to Central 
Freight Association, Western Trunk 
Line and Trunk Line territories held 
to be unduly prejudicial to the ex- 
tent that they exceed rates to the 
same destinations from Sardis, Miss., 
nine miles north of Batesville; p. 165. 

Southern States Supply Co. vs. South- 
ern Railway Co. et al.; case No. 5442 
(31 I. C. C., 30-31). Rate of 22c per 
100 pounds on cast-iron pipe in car- 
loads from Birmingham, Ala., to Col- 
umbia, S. C., not found unreasonable 
or unduly prejudicial. Complaint dis- 
missed;- p. 173. 

Standard Mirror Co. et al. vs. Pennsyl- 
vania R. -R. Co. et al. (case No. 5198); 
same vs. L. S. & M. S. Ry. Co. et al. 
(case No. 56198, Sub. No. 1); Snow 
Lumber Co. et al. vs. Pennsylvania R: 
R..Co. et al.; case 5198, Sub. No. 2 
(32 I. C._C., 261-264); Dec. 26; p. 1166. 

Standard Vitrified Brick Co. et al. vs. 
Cc. B. & Q. et al.; case No. 4782 

(32 I. C. C., 208-211)... Upon rehear- 

ing, rate of 12% cents per 100 pounds 

on brick (except bath, tile and enam- 
eled) in carloads from points in the 
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Kansas gas belt to stations in Iowa on 
the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy 
Railroad, not found unreasonable, 
and proposed increase from 10 to 12% 
cents per 100 pounds from the same 
points of origin to certain stations 
in Iowa on the Chicago, Rock Isiand 
& Pacific Railway found justified. 
Dec. 5; p. 1050. 

Stock, F. W., & Sons vs. L. S. & M. 
S. Ry. Co.; case No. 5321 (31 I. C. C., 
150-153). Defendant’s milling-in-tran- 
sit charge of one-half cent per 100 
pounds and its charges for out-of-line 
and back-haul movements of grain to 
the milling point, in connection with 
shipments milled in transit, not found 
to be unreasonable or unjustly dis- 
Seneeeeety. Complaint dismissed; p. 


Stuart’s Draft Milling Co. et al. vs. 
Southern Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 6269 
(31 I. C. C., 623-632). (1). Rates on 
flour and other grain products from 
the valley of Virginia to Carolina ter- 
ritory not found unreasonable. (2) 
Carriers will not be required to mod- 
ify rate adjustments of long standing 
and apparently fairly adapted to the 
needs of the communities and inter- 
ests affected, except when unreason- 
ableness or resulting unjustifiable in- 
jury is proven. The practice of ap- 
plying higher charges on flour than 
on wheat not condemned. (3) Fol- 
lowing Taylor Dry Goods Co. vs. M. 
P. Ry. Co., 28 I. C. C., 205, and Dun- 
can & Co. vs. N. C. & St. L. Ry. Co., 
16 I. C. C., 590, prayer for the es- 
tablishment of carload and less-than- 
carload rates in lieu of the present 
any-quantity rates, denied. (4) 
Question of unjust discrimination or 
undue preference or advantage ex- 
cluded, complainants having failed 
to allege any particular violation of 
the law in this respect; p. 757. 

Sugar; fourth section applications 
349, 675, 677, 1766, 8835; in re rates 
from San Francisco and beet sugar 
points in other western states to Chi- 
cago and intermediate points; rates 
from Colorado points and New Or- 
leans to El Paso and from New Or- 
leans to stations in Illinois and other 
states (31 I. C. C., 511-531). (1) Au- 
thority to continue rates on sugar 
from San Francisco and California 
beet-sugar-producing points to Mis- 
souri River points lower than to in- 
termediate stations via reasonably 
direct lines denied. (2) Authority to 
continue rates on sugar from Colorado 
producing points and New Orleans, 
La., to El Paso, Tex., lower than to 
intermediate points denied. (3) Au- 
thority to continue rates from San 
Francisco and from California pro- 
ducing points to Missouri River points 
lower than to intermediate stations 
via certain indirect routes granted. 
(4) Authority to continue rates from 
New Orleans, La., to Oklahoma ponte 
lower than to intermediate exas 
points via direct lines denied. (5) 
Authority to establish rates from Cali- 
fornia producing points to Chicago, 
Ill, lower than to intermediate 
points granted; p. 461. 


Sugar rates adjusted; fourth section ap- 
Plications 542, 1024, 1530, 3965,. 484, 
2045, 1952, 2138, 458, 601, 4297, 4948, 
799, 1548, 2222, 1021, 2043; in re sugar 
‘rates from New Orleans and points 
taking same rates to Ohio River cross- 
ings, Memphis, St. Louis, and inter- 
mediate points (31 I C. C., 495-510). 
Carriers transporting sugar from New 
Orleans, La., and points. taking the 
_same rates to Ohio and Mississippi 
River points violate in many in- 
stances the rule of the fourth section 
of the Act, and ask to be allowed 
to continue the making of higher rates 
to intermediate points. Upon_ the 
facts disclosed by the records, Held, 
That—(1) To the extent that water 
competition justifies departures from 
the fourth section to points on the 
Ohio and Mississippi Rivers and their 
tributaries relief should be granted 
to the extent prescribed in the re- 
port. (2) Whatever’ local rate is 
made for the transportation of sugar 
by the direct line from New Orleans 
and points taking the same rates to 
any interior point south of: the rivers 
should not be exceeded by any rate to 
any point intermediate ereto upon 
that line. - The sqptcations of car- 
riers having the direct route to all 
such points for authority to continue 





charging higher intermediate rates 
on such traffic will therefore be de- 
nied. (3) Indirect routes to all such 
points authorized to depart from the 
fourth section, upon the circuitous- 
route principle, to the extent pre- 
scribed in the report; p. 454. 
Switching at Baltimore; I. and S. 364 
(30 I. Cc. C., aa Proposed in- 
creases in rates for the transportation 
of carload freight from the connec- 
tion between the Northern Central 
Railway and Western Maryland Rail- 
road in Baltimore, Md.,-to and. from 
certain points on the “block route’ in 
said city, found not to have been 
justified. Tariffs naming the in- 
oa“ rates required to be canceled; 


Dp. E 

Switching at Galesburg, Ill; I. and S. 
350 (31 I. C. C., 294-300); (1) - The 
Commission had power to suspend the 
tariff provisions in controversy which 
proposed the cancellation of a switch- 
ing rate of $2 per car ig ey to 
the interchange of traffic tween the 
tracks of the Rock Island Southern 
system and industries on the termi- 
nals of respondent Chicago, Burling- 
ton & Quincy R. R. Co. at Gales- 
burg, Ill. (2) Under the circum- 
stances of this case it is unjust dis- 
crimination for such respondent to 
refuse the use of its terminal facili- 
ties to the Rock Island Southern while 
affording their use to the Atchison, 
Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co., and this 
discrimination should be removed. 
(3) Tt is not found, however, that 
the so-called reciprocal switching 
charge of $2 is necessarily a just 
charge for the service demanded of 
the Burlington by the Rock Island 
Southern. Facts upon which to de- 
termine this charge are not found /in 
the record. (4) The contention of 
the respondent that it has a right 
to exclude the Rock Island Southern 
from its terminals under all circum- 
stances, and that to compel it to per- 
mit their use at any practicable 
charge would be to give the terminals 
to the Rock Island Southern in vio- 
lation of the proviso in the second 
paragraph of section 3 cannot be sus- 
tained. The terminals of a railroad 
may be regulated and the Commission 
may establish through routes and 
joint rates from points on the term- 
inal to points on connecting lines. 
Waverly Oil Works Co. vs. P. R. R. 
Co., 28 I. C, C., 621. A similar juris- 
diction might be exercised respecting 
the: situation at Galesburg; p. 293. 

Tanbark rates to North Carolina points 
(I. and S. 323); see Hans Rees’ Sons 
vs. S. Ry. Co.; p. 59. 

Tap Line Case; I. and S. No. 11 (31 I. 
C. C., 490-494). (1) Upon rehearing 
and further argument and in conform- 
ity with the principles announced in 
The Tap Line Cases, 234 U. S., 1, the 
original and supplemental orders de- 
nying allowances to certain tap lines, 
which were parties to this proceeding, 
are vacated and the through routes 
and joint rates in effect prior to May 
1, 1912, are required to be restored. 
(2) The previous orders herein fix- 
ing divisions are also vacated and, 
— the whole record, divisions and 

owances are fixed as of May 1, 
1912.- (3) The conclusions announced 
in the original report respecting mill- 
ing-in-transit rates on logs are ad- 
hered to; and, Held, That the res- 
toration of such privileges cannot be 
sanctioned; p. 451. 


Texas-Louisiana rates; class and com- 
mhodity rates between points in Louis- 
iana and other states and points in 
Texas; I. and S. 306; see Chamber of 
Commerce of Houston vs. I. & G 
et al. Dec. 19; p. 1119. 

Texas Refining Co. vs. Alabama and 
Vicksburg Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 
6451 (32 I. C. C., 192-194). Rates on 
lard substitute from Greenville, -Tex., 
to ints in Oklahoma, Arkansas, 
Louisiana, Mississippi and New Mex- 
ico found to be unreasonable, and 
reasohable rates prescribed for ‘the 
future; p. 1012. 

Thompson, M. W., vs. Atchison, Topéka 
& nta Fe Ry. Co. &t al.; case No. 
4264 (31 I. C. €.,-138-141). Rate of $1 
per 100 pounds established for the 
transportation of-apples in carloads 
from Espanola, N. M.,‘to- points in 
Arizona: Reparation awarded; p. 209. 

Transportation Bureau of the new 
Seattle Chamber of Commerce et al. 
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EDITORIAL. 


Advanced rate case; pp. 205, 493, 525, 

565, 606, 749, 798, 853, 909 

Advanced rate decision: pp. “261, 445. 

ag rate decision (reopened case); 
Dp. 49. 

— charge for carrying; pp. 566, 
38, 


Car -shortage; pp. 45, 149, 341. 
Commission; confidence in it shown by 
railroad men; p.- 101. 
Commission; danger of overworking it; 
p. 205. 
Congress and freight rates; p. 637. 
Dunnage; carriers win fight; p. 45. 
Delano, F. A.; appointed to Federal Re- 
serve Board; p. 261. 
Express Revenues; p. 341. 
Federal incorporation; p. 341. - 
Federal Trade Commission; p. 525. 
Government by Commission; p. 45. 
Harrison, Fairfax, president ‘of Southern 
Railway; cuts wages; p. 713. 
Industrial roads and commodities 
clause; p. 1078. 
Influencing the Commission; p. 957. 
Intermountain rate case; p. 673. 
Jurisdiction of Commission; question 
raised by decision in coal rates from 
Oak Hills; p. 5. 
Latin-American Commerce; p. 638. 
National Industrial Traffic League; re- 
cognized by Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission; p. 405. 
New Haven report; p. 101. 
Packing goods for export; p. 605. 
Panama canal and freight rates; p. 713. 
Partnership with government; p. 797. 
Passenger fare increase; p. 637. 
Passenger fares; interstate; p. 406. 
Passes and commissioners; p. 853. 
Public policy and Commission; p. 958. 
Publicity for protests; p. 1045. 
Railway mail pay; p. 565. 
Rates; increased rates filed; p. 909. 
Regulation; federal and state p 674. 
Rock Island investigation; p- Fi49. 
Shippers’ day in court; p. 445. 
Shreveport case; Texas Commission 
makes bad face over decision; p. 101. 
Shreveport case; principles applied in 
Oklahoma case; p. 406. 
Spotting tariffs suspended; pp. 5, 714. 
Suspensions; trapcar and other; p. 997. 
Tap line case; p. 493. 
Transcontinental freight rates; p. 1109. 
Truck; device wanted for trucking all 
sorts of freight; p. 910. 
Uniformity of regulation; pp. 1046, 1077. 
Utilities and rate increases; p. 910. 
Valuation; task before the Commis- 
sion; p. 46. 
Wages and accounting; p. 526. 
War; makes opportunity for 
trade; p. 405. 
War tax on freight; p. 565. 
Water competition; p. 149. 
—— advanced rates; pp. 149, 342, 
Western and other increases; p. 1045. 
Wilson, President, and carriers; p. 997. 
Work ‘for the Commission; p. 46. 


export 


Mewes vehicle tests (Short Haul Dept.); 


Dp. J 

Electrification of terminals (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 627. 

Elevator; floating grain elevator on Dela- 
ware river (Short Haul Dept.); p. 1140. 

England; increased rates in; p. 949, 

Evans, D. R.; communication in the Open 
Forum; p. ‘779. 

Explosives; regulations for transporta- 
tion issued by Commission; p. 7. 

Express classification; Commission de- 
cides to make no change on certain ar- 
ticles; p. 138 

Express Company figures; for March, p. 
85; for ten months ending with April, 
p. 392; for May, p. 581. 

Express revenues reduced (Elditorial); p. 


Express situation; address by Louis M.. 


Porter; p. 84. 

Express vs. parcel post; article by C. D. 
Churchill; p. 582. 

Fabrication in transit; Middletown Car 
Co. vs. Pennsylvania R. R. Co.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 961. 

Federal inco oration (Editorial) ; 341. 

or Trade Commission (Baitorial) ; 
dD. 

Federal Trade Commission and carriers 
(Washington letter); p. 799. 

Fencing; rates on fencing, etc. from 
Anderson, Ind., etc., to Texarkana, etc.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 113. 

Fertilizer; F. S. Royster Guano Co. vs. 
A. C. L. et al.; 4th section applications 


a 1573; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


08. 
Fitch, J. H.; division: freight agent of 
& N. at Lexington; p. 606. 

Five per cent case; full text of decision 
of I. C. C. in application of carriers in 
official classification territory for five 
per cent increase; see decisions: of I. 

. C.; Daily Traffic World and Traffic 
Bulletin, August 3. 

Five per cent case; (decision in reopened 
case); revenue of rail carriers in official 
classification territory; rate increases in 
official classification territory; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 1152, 

Fletcher, P. S.; letter advising coopera- 
tion with railroads; p. 616. 

Flour; Page Milling Co. et al. vs. N. & 
i Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
Dp. ® 

Flour; Stuart’s Draft Milling Co. et al. vs. 
Southern Ry. et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 757. 

Folk, Joseph W.; chief counsel of Inter- 
state Commerce Commission (Who’s 
Who in Traffic) ; p. 936. 

Ford, T. S.; article on live stock bill of 
lading, p. 28; expense of regulation, p. 
1025; suggestion for National Railroad 
Association, p. 976. 

Forester, George L.; communication on 
charge for carrying baggage; p. 691. 
Four months’ rule; carriers must not dis- 

criminate under it (Legal Dept.); p. 31. 

Freight charges; may be set off against 
shipper’s claim (Legal Dept.); p. 324. 

Freight; consigned to given — and re- 
shipp ed (Legal Dept.); p. 507. 

Freight handling; cooperation in; com- 
munication by W. S. Morris, Jr.; p. 939. 

Freight handling in Chicago (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 703. 

Freight house problems; article by James 
L. Moore (Short Haul Dept.); p. 901. 
Freight rates and living cost; article by 

E. P. Ripley; p. 585. 
Fruit; California, Railroad Commission of, 
G. S. et al.; see decisions of I. 
Cc. C.; p. 812. 

Fruit; California Fruit Growers’ Associa- 
tion et al. vs. A. G. S. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 828. 

Fruit; Pacific Fruit Exchange vs. S. P. 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 863. 

Fruit baskets; Wells-Higman Co. vs. St. 
L., I. M. & S. et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 608. 


Fruit, deciduous; Pacific Fruit Exchange 
vs. S. P. Co. et al.; 4th section applica- 
tions 345 and 349; see decisions of I. 
Cc. C.; p. 176. 


Fruits; Milwaukee Produce &. Fruit Ex- 
change vs. Crosby Transportation Co. 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 114. 


Fruits; in re rates on tropical fruits from 
gulf ports to various destinations; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 107. 


Glass; Standard Mirror Co. et al. vs. 
Pennsylvania et al.; same vs. L. S. & 
S.; Snow Lumber Co. vs. Pennsyl- 
vania et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 1166. 

Glass; Central W. Virginia. Glass Manu- 
facturers’ Ass’n et al. vs. B.. & O. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1051. 

Gourlay, William; general traffic agent 
American Express Co.; p. 1191. 

a eae by Commission (EWitorial) ; 
D. ; 

Government ownership; bill introduced by. 
Representative. Rupley; p. 702. 

Government ownership; arguments; 
(Washington letter); p. 751. 

Government ownership and central sta- 
tion figures (Washington letter); p. 447. 

Government . ownership and _ capital 
(Washington letter); p. 151. 

Government ownership; postmaster-gen- 
eral’s report; p. 114 

Government ceca bill (Washington 


letter); p. 1079. 

Grain, export movement (Washington 
letter); p. 495. 

Grain; in re export rates on grain and 
grain products from Kansas City to 

Port Arthur; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


in re grain elevation allowances 
at St Louis and East St. Louis; see 
decisions of I. C, €.; p. 159. 

Grain; Kaufman Commercial Club vs. T. 
& N. O. R. R. Co. et al; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 216. 

Grain; Merchants’ one of St. Louis 
vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. e: p. 161. 

Grain; milling in transit; F. W. Stock 
& Sons vs. L. S. & M. 8. Ry. Co.; see 

decisions of I. C. C.; p. 213. 


Grain; Montana, Board of Railroad Com- 
missioners vs. Butte, Anaconda’ & 5 
cific — Co. et al.; see decisions of I 
Cc. @: 762. 

——. ee York Produce Exchange vs. 
N. C. & H. R. et al.; see decisions 

of . C. C.; p. 1080. 

Grain; Omaha Grain Exchange vs. N. P. 
Ry. Co. et al.; same vs. C. M. & St. 
P. Ry: Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


p. 55. 
Grain; rates from St. Paul; see decisions 


of I. C. C.; i P. 882. 
Grain; Sioux ay Terminal Elevator Co. 
asa P. et al.; see de- 


et al. vs. C. 
cisions of I, oe C.; 417. 

Atlanta Milling 
Co.; see decisions 


Grain transit prtviltinet 
Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. 
of I. C. C.; p. 449. 

Grain; transit regulations on grain and 
dried beans at points on the Michigan 
Central; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


1112. 

Granite; Nebraska Commission vs. Cen- 
tral Vermont et al.; Hodges & Baldwin 
et oo same; see ‘decisions of I, C. C.; 
Pp. 

Grapes; Lindsay & Co., et al. vs. North- 
ern Pacific et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 1175. 

Gravel and sand; 
ieee: see decisions of I.-C: 'C.; p. 

Gray, Henry S.; communieation in re- 
gard to war tax on freight; p: 1025. 

Gregory, attorney-general; annual report; 
p. 1102. 

Gregson, F. P.; statement on Los An- 
geles switching case; p. 40. 

Grier, William T.; general traffic man- 
ager, Lehigh Valley; p. 893. 

Groom, W. S.; article a soliciting de- 
partments, p. 476; paper on the traffic 
manager and profits, p. 1032. 

Gulf port rates; Equitable Freight Rate 
Adjustment Association of the United 
States formed at Houston; p. 988. 


Hall, Commissioner; renominated by 
President Wilson; p. 1179. 

Harding, Warren G.; speech at meeting 
we Business: Association; p. 

Hardwood rate hearing; p. 512. 

Harrison, Fairfax; address on Southern 
rate adjustment; p. 651. 

Harrison, Fairfax, President of Southern 
oe cuts wages (Editorial); p. 

Harrison, Fairfax; speech at meetin 
Railway Business Association; p. 1083. 

Hashagen, J. D.; article on railroad 
regulation (Open Forum), p. 82; com- 
munication on effect of Panama canal 
on traffic, p. 895. 

Henry, Eugene J.; Western traffic man- 
ager, Lehigh Valley; ?. 1129. 

Hides; in re rates to s Angeles from 
New Mexico and Arizona points; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 761. 

Hilleary, C. L.; traffic manager for F. 
W. Woolworth Co., New York; p. 429. 

Hortter, Fred A.; article on wastefulness 
of trucking methods (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 1037. 

we plan; article by Ernest C. Price; 


Hunt. G. H.; article on ees the 
leaks (Short ‘Haul Dept.); p. 92. 

Icing refrigerator car; shiners instruc- 
tions for (Legal Dept.); 87. 

Illinois Manufacturers’ ‘Adeoctation; 
vors increase in rates; p. 615. 

Indictments; against Northern Central 
R. R. Co. for alleged concessions to 
Mineral R. R. & Mining Co.; p. 191. 

Industrial and tap lines (Washington 
letter); p. 567. 

Industrial railway case; pp. 427, 483, 494, 
639, 986. 

gua. ni case; see decisions of 

Industrial ‘railway ruling (Washington 
letter); p. 407. 

Industrial roads. os commodities clause 
(Editorial); p. 8. 

mao s the Gente (Editorial); 
Pp 

Influencing the Commission; communica- 
tion from J. Kanter; p. 1059. 

Injury must be shown in action for dam- 
ages (Legal Dept.); p. 541. 

Inspecting and cleaning: cars (Legal 
Dept.); p. 619. 

Interest charges and collection of un- 
one freight revenue (Legal Dept.); 
Dp. ; 

Intermountain rate case: order No. 124 
issued July 11, p. 125; order putting 
into effect percentages decreed in No. 
124, p. 256; list of commodities in 


switching charges at 


of 


fa- 
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vs, Great Northern Ry. Co.; case No. 
6225 (30 I. C. C., 6838-695). (1) The 
defendant’s commodity rate of 3 cents 
per 100 pounds, applicable to the 
movement of shingies and lumber 
from Ballard to Seattle for inter- 
change at the latter place with other 
roads held not to. be unreasonable in 
so far as it results in charges not 
greater than $10.50 per car. (2) The 
arrangement suggested by the Great 
Northern for joint rates between it 
and the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. 
Paul Ry. on the flat Seattle basis, ap- 
plicable to traffic from complainant’s 
mills to noncompetitive local points on 
the latter road, is a proper one and 
should be adopted. (3) Apart from 
the possible consequences flowing 
from the nature of the service or the 
form of the charge, defendant’s con- 
tention that the Commission should 
prohibit the absorption by competi- 
tive roads of its established charges 
applicable to the movement over its 
terminal between Ballard and Seattle 
is not sustained. Assuming it is pos- 
sible to prevent absorption, the pro- 
viso in the second paragraph of sec- 
tion 3 of the act does not impose such 
a duty upon the Commission. The 
Commission’s duty is to pass upon the 
reasonableness of the _ established 
charges, and the act does not require 
that in so doing it shall take into its 
calculations the consideration of the 
possibility of the absorption of the 
charge by competitive roads; p. 154. 
Trier, Hans, vs. C. St. P. M. & O. Ry. 
Co. et al.; case No. 6268 (30 I. C. C., 
707-710). Upon petition for rehearing 
filed by complainant in the above-en- 
titled cause, Held; That—(1) For the 
purpose of determining the reason- 
ableness of an interstate rate, a rate 
established by the state is no more 
to be presumed reasonable than one 
voluntarily established by the carrier. 
(2) Even though the fare charged 
for an interstate journey exceed the 
sum of an interstate local and a state 
local for the respective stretches of 
the route included in the interstate 
journey, the burden of proof is upon 
complainant to prove the unreason- 
ableness of the fare charged for the 
interstate journey as an_ entirety. 
(3) <An interstate rate should be 
deemed indivisible in gauging its jus- 
tice and reasonableness; p. 163. 
Underwood Veneer Co. vs. Ann. Arbor 
R. R. Co. -et.al.; case No. 6190 (32 I. 
Cc. C., 265-269). Complainant attacks 
rates on veneer and built-up wood 
from Wausau, Wis., to points in the 
southern peninsula of Michigan as 
unreasonable and discriminatory; 
Held, That—(1) The fact that a class- 
ification has long existed is persuasive 
that it is reasonable. (2) The value 
of an article is one element to be 
considered in determining the reason- 
ableness of a rate. (3) The fact that 
a carrier, to put different gateways 
on a parity, voluntarily establishes an 
intrastate rate to one gateway beyond 
the state does not imply that the 
same rate must necessarily be es- 
tablished to other points differently 
situated. (4) Complainant’s  con- 
tention that lumber rates should be 
applied to veneer not sustained. Com- 
plaint dismissed. Dec 26; p. 1168. 
United States Button Co. vs. Chicago, 
Rock Island and Pacific Railway Co.; 
case No. 6879 (32 I. C. C., 149-151). 
Defendant switches carload freight 
over its spur track located in Third 
street, Muscatine, Ia., between its 
connections and industries on _ the 
south side .of said street, at fixed 
tariff charges, but refuses to perform 
a like switching service between its 
connections and complainant’s indus- 
try on the north side of said street 
at the same or any charge. .On the 
facts of record; Held, That the ef- 
fect.of this practice is to subject com- 
plainant to an unlawful discrimina- 
a defendant should remove; 
p. b 
Virginia Highlands Citizens’ Associa- 
tion vs. Washington-Virginia Ry. Co.; 
ease No. 6108 (30 I. C. C., 593-597). 
(1) Commutation fares charged by 
defendant for the transportation of 
passengers between its terminal at 
Twelfth and D streets N. W.,.Wash- 
ington, D. C.,. and Addison and Vir- 
ginia Highlands, in the state of Vir- 
ginia, found to be unduly discrimina- 
tory. as compared with its commuta- 


tion fares between said terminal and 
other points on the Mount Vernon di- 
vision of its lines. (2) The regular 
one-way and round-trip fares between 
said points not found to be unreason- 
able; p. 62. 

Wabash Sand and Gravel Co. vs. ‘Van- 
dalia et al.; case No. 5924 (31 I. C. C., 
344-346). (1) Complainant has a 
sand and gravel pit on the Chicago, 
Terre Haute & Southeastern Ry. 
within the switching limits of Terre 
Haute, Ind. “That carrier performs a 
switching service only on interstate 
shipments forwarded by complainant 
to points on the Vandalia R. R.. Each 
defendant denies that it is legally 
bound to furnish equipment for these 
shipments. Held, That it is the duty of 
the Vandalia R. R. to furnish com- 
plainant with cars for the, traffic in 

uestion, and to do so without undue 
iscrimination in favor of shippers 
located upon its own line. (2) Com- 
plainant asks that defendants be re- 
quired to provide for reimbursement 
of shippers for repairs made on cars 
to fit them to hold sand and gravel. 
Following Balfour, Guthrie & Co. vs. 
Oo. W. R. R. & N. Co., 21 I. C. C., 539. 
prayer denied; p. 312. 

Wahlstein and Sons vs. Duluth and Iron 
Range Railroad Co. et al.; case No. 
5416, Sub. No. 1; see Curry and Whyte 
Co. et al. vs. same; p. 1004, 

Warner, Charles, Co. vs. D. L. & W. R. 
R. Co. et al.; case No. 5994 (32 I. C. 
C., 244-246). Defendants’ tariff named 
rates of $1.85 per net ton and $2.25 
per net ton, respectively, on cement 
in carloads from Nazareth, Pa., to 
“Bradford” and “Niantic,” R. L, 
points on the New York, New Haven 
& Hartford Railroad. Complainant 
relying upon that tariff, made certain 
shipments of cement from Nazareth 
which it consigned to ‘“Bradford;”’’ 
about a year previous to the move- 
ment of the shipments, the New York, 
New Haven & Hartford Railroad 
Company changed the name of the 
station formerly known as “Bradford” 
to ‘‘Melville,””’ and the name of the 
station formerly known as “Niantic” 
to “Bradford’’; defendants failed to 
note in their tariff the changes in sta- 
tion names until subsequent to the 
movement of complainant’s_ ship- 
ments; the shipments moved to the 
station formerly known as “Niantic,”’ 
but now known as “Bradford,” which 
was the destination intended, and a 
rate of $2.25 per ton was charged; 
Held, That complainant having relied 
upon the rate as lawfully published 
in an effective tariff is entitled to 
reparation for damages’ sustained. 
Dec. 26; p. 1167. 

Weatherford Chamber of Commerce et 
al. vs. M. K. & T. Ry. Co. et al.; 
case No. 5604 (31 I. C. C., 665-668). 
Existing carload rates of $2.50 per ton 
on lump coal and $1.70 per ton on 
slack -coal from mines in Oklahoma 
and western Arkansas to Weather- 
ford, Tex., held unjust and discrim- 
inatory, and rates not to exceed $2.25 
per ton on lump and $1.65 on slack 
coal established; p. 800. 

Wills-Hyman Co. vs. St. L, I. M. & 
S. Ry. Co. et al.; case No. 5133 (Un- 
reported opinion No. A.—752). Com- 
plainants sold six carloads of fruit 
baskets to consignees in Horatio, 
Ark. The baskets were manufac- 
tured in Traverse City and St. Jos- 
eph; Mich., and transported to Hora- 
tio. Complainant billed the _ ship- 
ments to its agent at Memphis, Tenn., 
who rebilled them to consignees at 
Horatio. On complaint that the 
charges by defendants for the trans- 
portation from Memphis to Horatio 
were unreasonable; Held: That un- 
der the facts in the case the baskets 
were through shipments from the 
points of origin to Horatio, and there 
being no allegation in the complaint 
that the through rates were unrea- 
sonable, and, the carriers parties to 
the rates from Memphis to Horatio 
being the only carriers made de- 
fendants, the complaint should be 
dismissed; p. 608. 

Wichita Business Association vs. Clin- 
ton & Oklahoma Western Ry. Co. et 
al.; case No. 6819 (31 I. C: C., 323-328). 
(1) Class rates from Wichita, Kan., 
to points in Oklahoma on the Clin- 
ton & Oklahoma Western Ry. found 
to be unreasonable to the extent ‘they 
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exceed the so-called Kansas-Okla- 
homa one-line distance rates by more 
than certain prescribed differentials. 
(2) Commodity rates on grain, seeds 
and broomcorn between Wichita, 
Kan., and points on the Clinton & 
Oklahoma estern Ry. found to be 
unreasonable and reasonable rates 
prescribed; p. 299. 


Wolverton,. Edward, vs. Union Pacific 
. R. Co.;. case No. 5540 (31 I. C. C., 
23-24). Complaint is made that dou- 
ble the first-class rate charged for 
the transportation of an automobile, 
crated, from Wamsutter, Wyo., to 
Boulder, Colo., was unreasonable to 
the extent that it exceeded the first- 
class rate. The evidence shows that 
the automobile was not crated in ac- 
cordance with the classification re- 
quirement, and that double the first- 
class rate was the published rate for 
such a shipment. Complaint dis- 
missed; p. 171. 


Worn, George R., et al. vs. Boca and 
Loyalton R. R. Co. et al.; case No. 
4952 (32 I. -C. C., 58-60). Rate of 
$1.50 per ton on dry lumber from 
Star, Cal., to Boca, Cal., applicable 
on interstate traffic, found unjustly 
prejudicial as compared with rate of 
$1 per ton from Star to Boca when 
traffic is destined to Truckee, Cal. 
Reparation awarded; p. 864. 


Delano, F, A.; appointed to Federal Re- 
serve Board (Editorial), p. 261; opin- 
ion on advanced rate decision, p. 382. 

Delay in transit; consignee injured party 
in = consignments (Legal Dept.); 
p. ; 


Delivery at non-agency station (Legal 
Dept.); p. 694. 


Delivery, what constitutes, and released 
rate (Legal Dept.); p. 1096. 


Demurrage; on a carload shipment trans- 
gs > into two cars (Legal Dept.); 
Pp. ; 


Demurrage; reasonableness of; Nevada 
Federal Court decision; p. 1089. 

Demurrage; charges on damaged ship- 
ments (Legal Dept.); p. 434. 

Demurrage charges; consignor’s liability 
for in absence of arrival notice (Legal 
Dept.); p. 842. 

Demurrage code; Michigan Manufactur- 
ers’ Association et al. vs. Pere Mar- 
quette R. R. Co. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 306. 

Derrick; Taylor portable steel (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 847. 

Dinkins, H. C.; general agent, traffic de- 
partments of the Missouri Pacific, St. 
Paul, Iron Mountain & Southern, I. & 
G. U.,,and Texas & Pacific; p. 446. 


Distillery supplies and products; Eagle 
Distillery, Inc., vs. Louisville, Hender- 
son & St. Louis et al.; see decisions of 
i. G& -Gs wp 2 


Distribution of coal cars; McCaa Coal 
Co., Elliott Splint Coal Co., Gilmer 
Consolidated Coal Co., Queen Shoals 
Coal Co., Morris Fork Coal Co., and 
Elk Manor Coal Co. vs. Coal & Coke 
Ry. Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 8. 

Dodge Brothers; urge prompt release of 
cars (Short Haul Dept.); p. 484. 

Dohme, A. R. L.; criticizes advanced rate 
aaa in letter to the President; p. 

Donnelly, Charles; writes of Federal 
Trade Commission law; p. 976. 

Door knobs, etc.; second-class rating ap- 
Plicable; Atkinson-Williams Hardware 
Co. et al. vs. Atchinson, Topéka & 
Santa Fe Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions 
af 2. © ‘Cs -m. 36. 

Drawback on imports; communication 
from Asa Colton; p. 649. 

Panmewe: carriers win fight (Editorial); 


p. 45, 

Dunnage allowance; letter from Erhest 
C. Price; p. 723. 

Dunnage allowance on L, C. L. shipments 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1135. 

a pegenae:; see decisions of I. 

Dunnage; allowances on L. C. L. ship- 
ments (Legal Dept.); p. 897. 

Duplicate shipments, charges on; report 
of rate construction committee of the 
oa Industrial Traffic League; p. 


Dust collector rating; Dixie Manufactur- 
ing Co., Inc., vs. B. C. & A. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 309. 
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EDITORIAL. 


Advanced rate case; pp. 205, 493, 525, 
565, 6u6, 749, 798, 853, 909. 

Advanced rate decision: pp. 261, 445. 

a rate decision (reopened case); 
Pp 4 

nay charge for carrying; pp. 566, 


Car -shortage; .pp. 45, 149, 341. 
Commission; confidence in it shown by 
railroad men; p.- 101. 
aoa danger of overworking it; 
p. 205 
Congress and freight rates; p. 637. 
Dunnage; carriers win fight; p. 45. 
Delano, F. A.; appointed to Federal Re- 
serve Board; p. 261. 
Express Revenues; p. 341. 
Federal incorporation; p. 341. + 
Federal Trade Commission; p. 525. 
Government by Commission; p. 45. 
Harrison, Fairfax, president of Southern 
Railway; cuts wages; p. 713. 
Industrial roads and commodities 
clause; p. 1078. 
Influencing the Commission; p. 957. 
Intermountain rate case; p. 673. 
Jurisdiction of Commission; question 
raised by decision in coal rates from 
Oak Hills; p. 5. 
Latin-American Commerce; p. 638. 
National Industrial Traffic League; re- 
cognized by Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission; p. 405. 
New Haven report; p. 101. 
Packing goods for export; p. 605. 
Panama canal and freight rates; p. 713. 
Partnership with government; p. 797. 
Passenger fare increase; p. 637. 
Passenger fares; interstate; p. 406. 
Passes and commissioners; p. 853. 
Public policy and Commission; p. 958. 
Publicity for protests; p. 1045. 
Railway mail pay; p. 565. 
Rates; increased rates filed; p. 909. 
Regulation; federal and state p 674. 
Rock Island investigation; p. P49. 
Shippers’ day in court; p. 445. 
Shreveport case; Texas Commission 
makes bad face over decision; p. 101. 
Shreveport case; principles applied in 
Oklahoma case; p. 406. 
Spotting tariffs suspended; pp. 5, 714. 
Suspensions; trapcar and other; p. 997. 
Tap line case; p. 
Transcontinental freight rates; p. 1109. 
Truck; device wanted for trucking all 
sorts of freight; p. 910. 
Uniformity of regulation; pp. 1046, 1077. 
Utilities and rate increases; p. 910. 
Valuation; task before the Commis- 
sion; p. 
Wages and accounting; p. 526. 
War; makes opportunity for 
trade; p. 405. 
War tax on freight; p. 565. 
Water competition; p. 149. 
=o advanced rates; pp. 149, 342, 
Western and other increases; p. 1045. 
Wilson, President, and carriers; p. 997. 
Work for the Commission; Pp. Me. 


export 


Electric vehicle tests (Short Haul Dept.); 


p. 660. 

Ss of terminals (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. . 

Elevator; a. grain elevator on Dela- 
ware river (Short Haul Dept.); p. 1140. 

England; increased rates in; p. 949, 

Evans, D. R.; communication in the Open 
Forum; p. 779. 

Explosives; regulations for transporta- 
tion issued by Commission; p. 7. 

Express classification; Commission de- 
cides to make no change on certain ar- 
ticles; p. 138. 

Express Company figures; for March, p. 
85; for ten months ending with April, 
p. 392; for May, p. 581. 

Express: revenues reduced (Elditorial); p. 


Express situation; address by Louis M.. 
Porter; p. 84. 

Express vs. parcel post; article by C. D. 
Churchill; p. 582. 

Fabrication in transit; Middletown Car 
Co. vs. Pennsylvania R. R. Co.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 961. 

Federal incorporation (Editorial) ; 341. 

a Trade Commission (aitorial); 
dD. 

Federal Trade Commission and carriers 
(Washington letter); p. 799. 

Fencing; rates on fencing, etc. from 
Anderson, Ind., etc., to oa etc.; 
see decisions of I. c. C.; p. 113. 

Fertilizer; F. S. Royster "Guano Co. vs. 
A. C. L. et al.; 4th section applications 


a 1573; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


Fitch, J. H.; division freight agent of 
L. & N. at Lexington; p. 606. 

Five per cent case; full text of decision 
of I. C. C. in application of carriers in 
official classification territory for five 
per cent increase; see decisions: of I. 
Cc. C.; Daily Traffic World and Traffic 
Bulletin, August 3. 

Five per cent case; (decision in reopened 
case); revenue of rail carriers in official 
classification territory; rate increases in 
official classification territory; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 1152, 

Fietcher, P. S.; letter advising coopera- 
tion with railroads; ee 6. 

Flour; Page Milling Co. et al. vs. N. & 
W. Ry. Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


p. 67. 

Flour; Stuart’s Draft Milling Co. et al. vs. 
Southern Ry. et al.; see decisions of 
iC: C3 pe W6e. 

Folk, Joseph W.; chief counsel of Inter- 
state Commerce Commission (Who’s 
Who in Traffic) ; p. 936. 

Ford, T. S.; article on live stock bill of 
lading, p. 28; expense of regulation, p. 
1025; suggestion for National Railroad 
Association, p. 976. 

Forester, George L.; communication on 
charge for carrying baggage; p. 691. 
Four months’ rule; carriers must not dis- 
criminate under it (Legal Dept.); p. 31. 
Freight charges; may be set off against 
shipper’s claim (Legal Dept.); p. 324. 
Freight; consigned to given point and re- 

shipped (Legal Dept.); p. 507. 

Freight handling; cooperation in; com- 
munication by W. S. Morris, Jr.; p. 939. 

Freight handling in Chicago (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 703. 

Freight house problems; article by James 
L. Moore (Short Haul Dept.); p. 901. 
Freight rates and living cost; article by 
E. P. Ripley; p. 585. 

Fruit; California, Railroad Commission of, 

vs. "A. G. S. et al.; see decisions of I. 

C. C.; p. 812. 

Fruit; California Fruit Growers’ Associa- 
tion et al. vs. A. G. S. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 828. 

Fruit; Pacific Fruit Exchange on Ss. P. 
et al; ; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 863. 

Fruit baskets; Wells- Higman Go: vs. St. 

> . et al.; see decisions of 


Fruit, deciduous; Pacific Fruit Exchange 
vs. S. P. Co. et al.; 4th section applica- 
tions 345 and 349; see decisions of I. 
C, ©: B,. 238. 


Fruits; Milwaukee Produce &. Fruit Ex- 
change vs. Crosby Transportation Co. 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 114. 


Fruits; in re rates on tropical fruits from 
gulf ports to various destinations; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 107 


Glass; Standard Mirror Co. et al. vs. 
Pennsylvania et al.; same vs. L. S. & 
M. S.; Snow Lumber Co. vs. Pennsyl- 
2 et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. y 

Glass; Central W. Virginia. Glass Manu- 
facturers’ Ass’n et al. vs. B..& O. et al.; 
See decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1051. 

Gourlay, William; general traffic agent 
American Express Co.; p. 1191. 

a by Commission (Editorial); 
D. 

Government ownership; bill introduced by. 
Representative. Rupley; p. 702. 

Government ownership; arguments; 
(Washington letter); p. 751. 

Government ownership and central sta- 
tion figures (Washington letter); p. 447. 

Government . ownership and _ capital 
(Washington letter); p. 151. 

Government ownership; postmaster-gen- 
eral’s report; p. 1142. 

Government ownership bill (Washington 
letter); p. 1079. 

Grain, ne movement (Washington 
letter); p 

Grain; in . > rates on grain and 
grain products from Kansas City to 
awe _—— see decisions of I. C. C.; 
Pp 

Grain; in re grain elevation allowances 
at St Louis and East St. Louis; see 
decisions of I. C. €.; p. 159. 

Grain; Kaufman Commercial Club vs. T. 

O. R. R. Co. et al; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 216. 

Grain; Merchants’ Exchange of St. Louis 
vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 161. 

Grain; milling in transit; F. 5 
& Sons vs. L. S. & M. S. Ry. Co.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 213. 


Grain; Montana, Board of Railroad Com- 
missioners vs. Butte, Anaconda’ & _ 
cific _ Co. et al.; see decisions of I 
Cc. C.; p. 762. 

Grain; ‘New York Produce Exchange vs. 
N. Y. C. & H. R. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 1080. 

Grain; Omaha Grain Exchange vs. N. P. 
Ry. Co. et al.; same vs. C. M. & St. 
P. Co.; see decisions of I. C. Cc: 
p. 

Grain; ~e —. St. Paul; see decisions 
of I. Cc. C a 

Grain; Sioux ity Terminal Elevator Co. 
et al. vs. C. M. ty P. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I, C. C.; p. 417. 

Grain a privilege; Atlanta Milling 
Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 449. 

Grain; transit regulations on grain and 
dried beans at points on the Michigan 
— see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Granite; Nebraska Commission vs. Cen- 
tral. Vermont et al.; Hodges & Baldwin 
et . Fae same; see ‘decisions of I, C. C.; 
Pp. 

Grapes; Lindsay & Co., et al. vs. North- 
bor Pacific et al.; see decisions of 

C. C.; p. 1176. 

Gravel and sand; switching charges at 
oo see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
Gray, Henry S.; communication in re- 
gard to war tax on freight; p. 1025. 
Gregory, attorney-general; annual report; 

p. 1102. 
Gregson, F. P.; statement on Los An- 
geles switching case; p. 40. 

ailer. William T.; general traffic man- 
ager, Lehigh Valley; p. 893. 

Groom, W. S.; article on soliciting de- 
partments, p. 476; paper on the traffic 
manager and profits, p. 1032, 

Gulf port rates; Equitable Freight Rate 
Adjustment Association of the United 
States formed at Houston; p. 988. 

Hall, Commissioner; renominated by 
President Wilson; p. 1179. 

Harding, Warren G.; speech at meeting 
ee Business: Association; p. 


Hardwood rate hearing; p. 512. 

Harrison, Fairfax; address on Southern 
rate adjustment; p. 651. 

Harrison, Fairfax, President of Southern 
_— cuts wages (Editorial); p. 

Harrison, Fairfax; speech at meetin 
Railway Business Association; p. 1083. 

Hashagen, J. D.; article on railroad 
regulation (Open Forum), p. 82; com- 
munication on effect of Panama canal 
on traffic, p. 895. 

Henry, Eugene J.; ee ue man- 
ager, Lehigh Valley; eo 

Hides; in re rates to s , from 
New Mexico — Arizona points; see 
decisions of'I. C.; p. 761. 

Hilleary, C. L.; a manager for F. 
W. Woolworth Co., New York; p. 429. 
Hortter, Fred A.; article on wastefulness 
of trucking methods (Short Haul 

Dept.); p. 1037. 
Houston plan; article by Ernest C. Price; 


p. 838. 

Hunt, G. H.; article on was the 
leaks (Short Haul Dept.); 2. 

Icing refrigerator Sen Shippers instruc- 
tions for (Legal Dept.); p. 87. 

Illinois Manufacturers’ Association; fa- 
vors increase in rates; p. 615. 

Indictments; against Northern Central 
R. R. Co. for alleged a at to 
Mineral R. R. & Mining Co.; p. 191. 

Industrial and tap lines (Washington 


letter); p. 567. 

Industrial railway case; pp. 427, 483, 494, 
639, 986. 

ae. railways case; see decisions of 
. C.°C.3 p: 6 

Industrial railway ruling (Washington 
letter); p. 407. 

Industrial roads one commodities clause 


(Editorial); p 
Infue S the Grantee (Editorial); 


infinencing the Commission; communica- 
tion from J. Kanter; p. 1059. 

Injury must be shown in action for dam- 
ages (Legal Dept.); p. 541. 

Inspecting and _ cleaning: cars (Legal 
Dept.); p. 619. 

Interest charges and collection of un- 
ee. freight revenue (Legal Dept.); 
Dp 


-|Intermountain rate case: order No. 124 


issued July 11, p. 125; order putting 
into effect percentages decreed in No. 
124, p. 256; list of commodities in 
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schedule C., p. 546; supplemental order 

increasing zone size, p. 738. 

a rate case (Editorial); p. 

Intermountain rate case; status of (Legal 
Dept.); p. 129. 

Intermountain rate hearing; p. 686. 

International Commerce Commission 
(Washington letter); p. 447. 

Interstate Commerce Commission’s an- 
nual report; p. 1091. 

Invoice price of goods shipped prepaid; 
on of law as to (Legal Dept.); 
Pp. \ 

Ireland; increase denied in; p. 950. 

Iron ore rates (Washington letter); p. 47. 

Iron Ore; Ontario Iron Ore Co. vs. N. Y. 
Cc. & H. R. R. R. Co. et al.; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 60. 

Isthmian rail traffic; p. 660. 

Johnson, C. G.; supervisor of efficiency, 
station service, Minneapolis, St, Paul & 
Sault Ste. Marie; p. 319. 

Joint rates with electric lines; brief in 

case of C. O. & P. vs. C. & N. W. et al.; 


p. 515. 

Joplin, Mo., rates; Commercial Club of 
Joplin vs. Missouri Pacific et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1115. 

Jurisdiction; question raised by Commis- 
sion’s decision in coal rates from Oak 
Hills (Editorial); p. 5. 

Jurisdiction question in Aetna Powder 
Co. cases; p. 1082. 

Jus Disponendi; reservation in F. 0. B 
shipments (Legal Dept.); p. 1097. 

Kanawha syndicate inquiry; ordered by 
Senate; p. 733. 

Kansas City stock yards terminals; arti- 
cle by H. G. Wilson (Open Forum); p. 


83. 

Kansas City stock yards case; hearing 
in Chicago; p. 192. 

Kansas Court reversed; M. P. Ry.. Co. 
vs. Larabee Flour Mills Co.; Supreme 
Court decision; p. 77. 

Kansas express rates reduced; p. 196. 

Kansas; State Commission refuses to 
pons application of new classification; 
D. b 


Kanter, J.; communication on influencing 
the Commission; p. 1059. 

Keavy, J.; communication on advanced 
rate puzzle; p. 432. 

Kelland, George H.; member of commit- 
tee on uniform classification; p. 6. 

Kentucky rates leveled; S. J. Greenbaum 
Co. vs. L. & N. et al.; same vs. B. & 
O. et al.; same vs. Southern Ry. et al.; 
4th section applications 1548 and 1952; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 820. 

Knit goods, in re westbound lake-and- 
rai] knit goods commodity rates; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 862. 

Knitting factory products; in re rates to 
See see decisions of I. C. C.; 
D. > 

Kreitler, R. G.; 
charges; p. 1058. 

Kuhn, J. A.; communication on car 
shortage; p. 243. 

Lard substitute; Texas Refining Co. vs. 
Alabama and Vicksburg et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 1012. 

ae .Commerce (Editorial); 
Pp. 3 

Latin-American situation; article pre- 
pared by John Barrett of Pan-Ameri- 
can Union; p. 649. 

Lawhon, Douglas C.; secretary South- 
eastern Freight Association; p. 1064. 


LEGAL DEPARTMENT. 


Abandoned line; restoration of; p. 940. 

Agent for shipper acting as agent for 
carrier; p. 940. 

Bill of lading attached to draft; p. 31. 

Box cars; articles too long for; pp. 


article on trap car 


1028, 1061. 
— transportation distinction in; p. 
4, 
ty carrier at fault to bear; p. 
9. 
Carload rate on L. C. L. shipments; 


p. 189. 

Carrier’s right under “Shipper’s Load 
and Count” clause; p. 478. 

Cars; duty to furnish of certain sizes 
and kinds; p. 781. 

Charges on goods misdirected; p. 653. 

Claim for loss; notice of must be ac- 


. 726. 
Claims; erroneously filed with deliv- 
ering carrier; p. 390. 
Claims; filing with intermediate car- 
rier; p. 86. 
Claims; for misrouted shipments filed 
with carrier at fault; p. 1029. 
Claims for overcharges; p. -541. 
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Claims for overweight; not entertained 
after unloading; p. 653. 

Claims; offsetting against railroad in 
receiver’s hands; p. 1096. 

Classification based on stated value; 


Pp. 620. . 
Classifications; comparisons of; p. 390. 
Combination of locals; legal rate in, 

wie, one factor restricted to locals; 

p. . 

Combination of locals, lowest; higher 
commodity rate takes precedence over 
lower class rate; p. 129. 

Concealed loss claims; p. 1028. 

ie rates; lower should. apply; 
D. . 

Damage; in delayed shipment for use 
in business; p, 434. 

Damaged shipments; computing value 
at invoice price less discount; p. 980. 

os for conversion of goods; p. 

Damages; for injury in return ship- 
ment; p. 508, 

ae in absence of contract; p. 

Damages; in delayed shipments; pp. 
619, 1028. 

Damages; measure of to middleman 
under uniform bill of lading; p. 842. 
Damages; measure of for property pur- 
chased for future delivery; p. 781. 
Damages; method of computing con- 
signee carrier’s in misrouting com- 

pany material; p. 245. 

Damages; to shipper purchasing goods 
from jobber; p. 507. 

Damages; when carrier fails to accept 
and carry goods; p. 479. 

Delay in transit; consignee injured par- 
ty a case of straight consignments; 
p. ° : 

Delivery at non-agency station; Ri 694. 

Delivery, what constitutes; p. 1096. 

Demurrage; charges on damaged ship- 
ments; p. 434. 

Demurrage; charges on a carload ship- 
ment transferred into two cars; p. 654. 

Demurrage charges; consignor’s liabil- 
te OF in absence of arrival notice; 
p. 

Demurrage; allowances on L. C. L. ship- 
ments; pp. 897, 1135. 

Four months’ rule; carriers must not 
discriminate under it; p. 31. 

Freight; consigned to given point and 
reshipped; p. 507. 

Freight charges; may be set off against 
shipper’s claim; p. 324. 


Icing refrigerator car; 
structions for; p. 87. 

Injury must be shown in action for 
damages; p. 541. 

Inspecting and cleaning cars; p. 619. 

Interest charges and collection of un- 
earned freight revenue; p. 1187. 

eeeaanere rate case; status of; p. 


shipper’s in- 


Invoice price of goods shipped prepaid; 
presumption of law as to; p. 479. 
Jus Disponendi; reservation in F. O. B. 
shipments; p. 1097. 

Liability of carrier for injury in tran- 
sit; p. 1061. 

an of carrier for defects in car; 


p. i 

Liability of carrier for special dam- 
ages; p. 897. 

ay of for error in mark- 
ng; Pp. ° 

Liability of rail carrier for loss from 
ocean carrier; p. 1061. 

Liability; of telegraph company in 
transmitting messages; p. 898. 

Liability; when consignee, acting as 
agent, is not liable; p. 244. 

“sane unloading L. C. L. freight; 
Pp. " 

ie Anaues switching case; reparation 
n; PD. ; 

Loss sek flood through carrier’s delay; 
Pp. b 

Loss of discount on account of de- 
layed shipments not recoverable; p. 


8. 

Losses; from inherent nature of ship- 
ment resulting partly from carrier’s 
fault; p. 897. 

Misrouting involving overcharge; p. 940. 

Misrouting; involving wrong terminal 
delivery; p. 694. e 

ees: resulting in drayage; p. 


Misrouting shipments that could have 
been moved intrastate; p. 1062. . 

Mixed carloads; charges in absence of 
tariff regulation; p. 981. 

Negligence; not presumed in ware- 

houseman through loss by fire or 

theft; p. 980. 












Notice of arrival of goods; p. 540. 

Notification of arrival through special 
agreement; p. 587. 

Offsetting overcharges against under- 
charges; p. 695. 

Crggennratt: nature of action for; p. 


Ownership in F. O. B. shipments, p. 


Personal delivery not required; p. 244. 

Preferential rates; company materials 
not entitled to; p. 244, 

Preaee stipulation not conclusive; p. 

Rates based on using more than one 
car; p. 654. 

Receipt not conclusive; p. 1187. 

Released rate; pp. 188, 695, 1096. 

a procedure for in courts; p. 

Reshipment of freight consigned to 
given int; p. 188. 

Reweighing shipments; method of com- 
puting charges; p. 842. 

Shipper’s protection from payment of 
freight; p. 86. 

Stoppage in transitu; p. 694. 

Storage charges accruing prior to sale 
of property; p. 435. 

Surrender of bill of lading in recon- 
signed shipment; p. 86. 

Tap line; trackage agreement with, not 
permissible; p. 941. 

Through rate legal, though some lower 
combination is in effect; p. 540. 

——— route, what is satisfactory? 
Pp. . 

Track scale weights; p. 435. 

Transit privileges; erroneous statement 
by carrier’s agent; p. 324. 

Transportation by express company; 


p. 31. 
Unclaimed shipment; carrier need not 
notify shipper; p. 726. 
a Sans collection of; pp. 781, 
Undercharges; consignee’s liability for; 


p. ’ 

Uniform bill of lading; not applicable 
to delayed shipments; p. 507. 

Uniform bill of lading; investigation of 
section 3, paragraph 3; p. 782. 

—— of four months’ condition; p. 


War tax act; what is a shipment under 
it? p. 1188. 

Warehouseman; carriers’ liability as; 
p. ‘ 

=— presumption of law as to; p. 


Leigh, E. B.; address on railway pur- 
chases as a measure of general prosper- 
ity; p. 617 

Liabilities of carriers; report to American 

: sg | cena on national legislation; 
Pp. ‘i 

Liability; of carrier for defects in car 

(Legal Dept.); p. 653. 

Liability of carrier for injury in transit 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1061. 

Liability of carrier for special damages 
(Legal Dept.); p. 897. 

Liability of rail carrier for loss from 
ocean carrier (Legal Dept.); p. 1061. 
Liability of shippers for error in marking 

(Legal Dept.); p. 725. 

Liability of telegraph company in trans- 
mitting messages (Legal Dept.); p. 898. 

Liability; when consignee, acting as 
agent. is not liable (Legal Dept.); p. 


Lincoln, J. C., manager Traffic Bureau, 
Merchants’ Association of New York; 
communication on advanced rate de- 
cision; p. 323. 

Live stock bill of lading; article by T. S. 
Ford (Open Forum); p. 28. 

Loading and unloading L. C. L. freight 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1061. 

Loading, help by heavier; letter from A. 
Fletcher Marsh (Open Forum); p. 140. 

Los Angeles switching case (Washington 
Letter); p. 567. 

Los Angeles switching case; resolution 
adopted by Kansas City Commercial 
Club; p. 691. 

Los Angeles switching case; suggestions 
as to why rehearing should not be 
granted; p. 702. . 

Los Angeles switching case; rehearing 
denied (Washington tter); p. 751. 
Los Angeles ae case; petition for 
gepearing; article by Seth Mann; -p. 


Los Angeles Switching Case; reparation 
in (Legal Dept); p. 31. 
Los Angeles Switching Case; statement 
by F. P. Gregson; p. 40. 
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Potatoes; Kansas Wholesale Grocery Co.. 
et al. vs. Ahnapee & Western Ry. Co. 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 923. 

Preferential rates; company materials not 
entitled to (Legal Dept.); p. 244. 

o> stipulation not conclusive (Legal 

Dept.); p. 1187. 

Price, Emest C.; article on the Houston 
plan; p. 838. 

Price, ‘Ernest C 
lowance; p. 723 

Private ears; victory for owners (Wash- 
ington Letter); p. 207. 

Produce; Crawford and Bunce et al. vs. 
€ Cc. C. & St L. et al.; see decisions of 

C. C.; p. 860. 

wieduoure Cars; Pennsylvania Commis- 
sion decision; Dp. 436. 

a and rates (Washington Letter); p. 


Pen. pete A.; address to N. A. R. 
Pp. 

Prouty, C. Av; candidate for the Senate 
(Washington Letter); p. 639. Defeated 
for Senate; p. 855. 

Public Policy and Commission (Edito- 
rial); p. 

Publicity; need at the Commission offices 
(Washington Letter); p. 999. 

Publicity for protests (Editorial) ; Ne 1045. 

Puget Sound shipping situation; 662. 

Pulpwood; Curry & Whyte Co. 3 ‘al. vs 
Duluth and Iron Range R., R. Co. et al.; 
Wahlstein & Sons vs. same; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 1004. 

Pulpwood; Rhinelander Paper Co. vs. M. 
St. P. & S. S. M.; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 500, 

Pulpwood rates; brief in case of Inter- 
national Paper Co. et al. vs. D. & H. 
a jurisdiction of Commission; p. 


cS letter on dunnage al- 


Quigg, W. H.; member committee on uni- 
form classification; p. 

Rail and; water rates; p. 482. 

Rail and water rates (Washington Let- 
ter); pp. 407, 567. 

Rail and water rates; order of Commis- 
sion in case of Decatur Navigaion Co. 
vs. L. & N. et al; 664. 

Railroad Men’s Improvement Society; ar- 
ticle by E. R. Porch; p. 583. 

Railroads and combinations (Washington 
Letter); p. 1047. 

Railway Business Association; meeting in 
New York December 10; p. 1083. 

Railway mail pay: report of joint Con- 
gressional committee; p. 536. 

Railway mail pay (Editorial); p. 565. 

Rate construction; report referred to ex- 
ecutive committee 7 National Indus- 
trial Traffic League; 973. 

Rates and the market Kwashington Let- 
ter); p. 527. 

Rates and rate making; report of com- 
mittee at convention of N. A. R. C.; 
p. 968. 

Rates based on a more than one car 
(Legal Dept.): p. 654. 

Rates; increased rates filed (Editorial); p. 
909. 

Rates, joint, and through routes; Decatur 
Navigation Co. vs. N. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; 290. 

Rea, Samuel; stniemment on decision in 
reopened advanced rate case; p. 1185. 

ea not conclusive (Legal Dept.); p. 
1187. 

Reconsignment; less carload freight re- 
sae privileges; see decisions of 

b. Gre Gone, A Oe 

peer eee in re rates from New Or- 
leans and other . to Chicago; see 
decisions of I. C. C.: 716. 

Refusal of cars: R. E. P pewnle Pole pe 
vs. Northern Pacific Ry. Co. et al.; 

decisions of I. C. C.; p. 174. 

Refused and unclaimed freight; report of 
committee at meeting of National In- 
dustrial Traffic League; p. 387. 

Regulation a _ burden; annual report of 
President Ripley of Santa Fe; p. 724. 

nage. cost of (Washington Letter); 

. 751 

Récuiation, pene of; article by T. S. 
Ford; p. 1025 

Regulation, federal and state (Editorial) ; 

674 

hisatntion of railroads; article by E. P. 
Ripley; p. 82. 

Regulation of railroads: article by J. D. 
Hashagen (Open Forum); p. 82. 

Regulation, state a interstate (Wash- 
ineton Letter); 959. 

Released Rate a2 Dept. ); p. 188. 

Released rates, intention to vise (Legal 
Dept.); p. 695. 

Rental charges; for insulated cars; 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 226. 

Reparation in courts, procedure 
(Legal Dept.); p. 694, 


see 


for 


Reserve banks.a to railroads (Wash- 
ington Letter); 799. 

Reshipment of fielght consigned to given 
point (Legal Dept.); p. 188. 

Revenues of railways (Washington. Let- 
ter); pp. 1079, 1161. 

Revenues and expenses of railways com- 
piled by Bureau of. Railway Economics: 
April, p. 24; May, p. 246; June and year 
ending with June, Pp. 663; July, p. 731; 
August, p. 938; September, p. 1094. 

Revenues of railways, compiled by I. C. 

-: May, p. 241; June and year ending 
June 30, a 625; July, p. 732 and 829; 
September, p 1057; October, p. 1184. 

Reweighing “shipenemen: Dept:'p of com- 
puting charges (Legal Dept.); 842. 

Rice; in re rates from Helena, Rex; 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 753. 

Riley, R. E.; article on Texas rate situa- 
tion; p. 613. 

Ripley, E. P.; article on regulation of 
railroads, p. 82; communication on ad- 
vanced rate decision, p. 321; article on 
freight rates and living cost, p. 585; 
annual report of Santa Fe, p. 724; ideas 
on partnership with government, p. 797. 

River traffic; revival on the Miasledippi 
(Short Haul Dept.); p. 327. 

Rochambeau, Frank; traffic manager 
American Chain of Warehouses, Inc., 
oy secretary Brooklyn Traffic Club; p. 


“= Island Investigation (Editorial); p 

Routes and rates; Iowa and Southwestern 
Ry. Co. vs. C. B. & Q.; see decisions of 
LC. C.: p. 1007. 

Routes, through, and joint rates; Decatur 
Navigation Co. vs. L. & N. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 290. 

Routes; through rail and water to Bowl- 
ing Green; Bowling Green Business 
Men’s Protective Assn. of Bowling 
Green, Ky., vs. Evansville & Bowling 
Green ree Co. et al.; see decisions 
as. S.- &: 

Rynder, Ross; Poniet examiner of I. C. C. 
goes to Swift > Co.; p. 1079. 


St. Paul depot; 1140, 

Salt; Colonial Sait Co. et al. vs. C. B. & 
9. et al.; same vs. Illinois Central et 

fourth section = see de- 
oF Bn of LC. C.; 

Scales, supervision aaa of commit- 
tee of National Industrial Traffic Lea- 
gue; p. 426. 

Separation of operating expenses; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 152. 

Service and accommodation; report of 
committee to N. A. R. C.; p. 990. 

Sherwood, A. W.; communication on sta- 
tion acounting: p. 613. 

Shingles and lumber; transportation bu- 
reau of the new Seattle Chamber of 
Commerce et al. vs. Great Northern Ry. 
Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.: p. 154. 

Shippers; desirability of providing a 
method for them to appeal to court 
from I. C. C. (Editorial); p. 445. 

Shippers’ claims; report of committee of 
National Association of Railway Com- 
missioners; p. 1018. 

Shippers’ protection eng pooner of 
freight (Legal Dept.); p. 

Shipping directions; must = followed in 
South — trade (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 594. 

Shock absorbing device for fragile freight 
(Short Haul Dept.); p. 1068. 


SHORT HAUL: INCREASING 
CIENCY ON— 


Baltimore Terminals; 34. 
Bills of lading in triplicate: p. 948. 
Boxes; standardization of; p. 136. 


Cape Cod Canal open; p. 327. 
Claim prevention; address by G. 
Whitelam of Frisco line; p. 739. 


Claims; prevention of; p. 901. 

Dairy cars, sanitary; p. 661. 

Derrick; Taylor portable steel; p. 847. 

Dodge Brothers urge prompt release of 
cars; Pp. 

Electric vehicle tests; p. 660. 

Electrification of terminals; p. 627. 

Elevator; floating grain elevator 
Delaware River: p. 1140. 

Freight handling in Chicago; p. 703. 

Freight house problems; article 
James L. Moore; p. 901. 

Isthmian rail traffic; p. 660. 

Loss and damage; article by S. L. 
Oliver; p. 660. 

Loss and damage; article by William 
Troan; p. 788. 

—_ and damage; circular issued by 
Fy E. Whitelam of Frisco lines; p. 


see 


EFFI- 


W. 


on 


by 


Loss and damage; stopping the leaks; 
article by G. H. Hunt; p. 92. 

Loss and damage claims; article by T. 
J. Delantie; p. 594 

Loss and damage claims; article by E 
L. Kane; p. 516. 
Loss and cemage claims; 
George Randall; p. 627. 
Loss and damage claims; article by J. 
D, Fla n; p. 554. 

Loss gt amage prevention; circular 
by G. Whitelam; p. 948. 

Lamaber Salinas device; p. 136. 

Lumbermen’s Association of Chicago; 
promoting movement for heavier load- 
ing of cars; p. 847. 


Macon freight yards; p. 516. 

Motor truck, hoist crane for; p. 703. 

Motor trucks; cheap method of trans- 
portation; p. 594. 

Motor vehicles for public transport:- 
tion; p. i 


Pacific Coast ports, 
628 


Dp. . 
Package delivery at Limoges; p. 595. 
Package delivery in Portugal; p. 518. 
Packing goods for export; p. 595. 
Packing merchandise for Cuba and 

South Africa; p. 788. 

Parcel delivery in Edinburgh; p. 520. 

Parcel post in Australia; p. 706. 

Pine boxes; rules for; -p. 484. 

Puget Sound shipping situation; p. 662. 

River traffic; revival on the Mississippi; 
p. 327. , 

St. Paul depot; p. 1140. 

Service and accommodation; report of 

rege to convention of N. A. R. 

ve D. h 
Shipping directions; must be followed 

in South American trade; p. 594. 
Shock absorbing device for fragile 

freight; p. 1068. 

Standard box and barrel; p. 627. 
Terminals and congestion; report by 
Bion J. Arnold of Chicago; p. 1036. 

Texas City harbor; p. 518. 
Texas Commission urges that cars be 

moved; p. 394. 

Toronto harbor reconstruction; p. 90. 
Tracing useless; p. 484. 
Truck driver problem; p. 1101. 
Trucking all sorts of freight; p. 1101. 
Trucking methods; wastefulness of; 

article by Fred A. Hortter; p. 1037. 


Vancouver as a shipping port; p. 554. 
waeones development in Illinois; p. 


article by 


new service for; 


Williamson, E.; gives pointers for local * 
agents; p. 484. 


Shreveport case; principles applied in 
Oklahoma case (Editorial); p. 496. 

Shreveport case; Texas commission 
makes bad face over decision (Edi- 
torial); p. 101. 

Shreveport rate decision; views of chair- 
man of Texas commission; p. 432. 

Simplification of tariffs; report of com- 
ae at convention of N. A. R. C.; 
Dd. 

Sleeping car rates; Commercial Club of 
Sioux Falls vs. Pullman Co. et al.; S. 
- oon vs. 

A T. 

Shen Sheffield decision (Washington Let- 
ter); p. 47. 

Sloss- Sheffiela case reopened; 1057. 

Smith, Frank W.; member Coiceinittes on 
Uniform Classification; p. 150. 

Soliciting departments; article by W. S. 
Groom; v. 476. 

South Atlantic ports; investigation of 
charge of discrimination against them 
by Southern Railway? p. 195. 

Southeastern fourth section Violations; 
supplemental order; see decisions of I. 

. C.3 p. 865. 

Southern Railway annual report; p. 724. 

Southern Rate Adjustment; address by 
Fairfax Harrison; p. 65 


Same; see decisions of 


651. 
ane charge (Washington Letter); p 


Spotting tariffs; hearing before Commis- 
sion; p. 240. 
spegns tariffs suspended until Oct. 29: 


p. 6. 
ee ae suspended (Editorial): 


pp. 5, 7 
Standard i and barrel (Short Haul 
. R. Co 


Dept.); p. 627. 
Starch; Douglas & Co. va..I. C. 
et al.; ; see decisions of I. C. a p. 676. 
Steam road os oe for fiscal year end - 
ing June 30; 
Steamers, joint” fares with; Pacific Navi- 
gation Co. vs. S. P. et al.; ; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 413. 
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Steamships, joint rates with; Eastern 
Shore Development Co. vs. B. & O. et 
al.; see decisions of I. C. ,C.; p. 1163. 

Stedman, E. A., vice- president and. gen- 
eral manager Eastern Department, 
Wells, Fargo & Co., elected president 
re Mutual Benefit Assn.; p. 
186. ; 

Stopover cancellation; communication 
from F. S. Pool; p. 1060. 

Stoppage in transitu (Legal Dept.); p. 
694. 


Storage and demurrage charges; report 
of committee at meeting of National 
Industrial Traffic League; p. 387. 

Storage charges accruing prior to sale of 
property (Legal Dept.); p. 4 

Sulphuric acid; International a plennirel 
Corporation vs. Atlanta and West ee 
R. R. Co. et al.; sée decisions of I. C. 
C.3 ps S08. 


SUPREME COURT DECISIONS: 


Cattle quarantine law; receivers must 
stand trial; p. 1086. 

Coal delivery at Hammond; Berwind- 
White Coal Mining Co., plaintiff in 
error, vs. Chicago & Erie R. R. Co.; 


. 1183. 

Employers’ liability law; p. 1066. 

Meat inspection seal law applies to 
otneas. than packing house employes; 

Michigan Commission upheld; Detroit- 
Mackinac Ry. Co., appellant, vs. Mich- 
igan .&... BR: Commission, Churchill 
Lumber Co., Island Mill Co., Fletcher 
Paper Co. and Frank R. Gilchrist, W. 
A. PGilehrist, Grace Gilchrist Fletcher 
and Ralph E. Gilchrist, executors of 
the estate of Frank ‘W. Gilchrist; 
p. 1182. 

Minnedoka & Southwestern’s right to 
cross Minnedoka Irrigation project; p. 


1066. . 

Missouri Pacific Ry. Co. vs. Larabee 
Flour ne Co.; Kansas court re- 
versed; 

Nashville te case; the U. S., the I. 
Cc. C., and W. 8s. Duncan & Co. et al., 
appellants, vs. L. & N.:R. R. Co., N. 
Cc. & St. L. Ry., Nashville Grain 'Ex- 
change. and Nashville Board of Trade; 
Dp. \ 

New Orleans Belt Line case; p. 1066. 

Oklahoma coal tax case; p. 1066. 

Oklahoma ‘Jim Crow” law; p. 1066. 

Pipe line case; full text of decision 
and dissenting opinions; p. 17. 

Texas & Pacific Ry. vs. American Tie 
and Timber Co.; application of lumber 
rates; p. 77. 


Sugar; fourth section applications; in re 
rates from San Francisco and beet- 
sugar points in west to Chicago, etc.; 
rates from Colorado points and New 
Orleans to El Paso and from New Or- 
leans to stations in Illinois, Arkansas, 
etc.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 461. 

Sugar rates adjusted; fourth section ap- 
plications; in re rates from New Or- 
leans, etce., to Ohio River crossings, 
etc.; see decisions of I. C. C.3-p. 464. 

Surrender of bill of lading in eoveenes 
shipmeft (Legal Dept.); p. 86. 

Suspended tariffs; how the T ccxatate 
Commerce Commission works; p. 1131. 

Suspension of tariffs that were suggested 
by ne (Washington Letter); 
Dp. . 

Suspensions, trap car and other (Edi- 
torial); p. 997. 


SUSPENSION ORDERS. 


Oo. 
Aug. 
June 15 
June 
June 
June 
June 
June 
June 
June 
June 
June 
June 
June 
June 
June 
June 


June 15, p. 127. 
July * p. 127. 
Oct. 30, p.. 888. 
June 35, p. 128. 
June 15, p. 128. 


ou 
SURO SSeS eunDT EUS 
a 


July 2. D. Sac 
July 
Aug. 


_ Aug. 


Aug. 
Aug. 
Sept. 8 
Nov. 2 
June 
June 1 
June 
June 1 
June 
June 15 
June 
June 1 
June 
June 
June 
June 15, 
June 
July 15, 

Sept. 16, 5 718, 
June 15, p. a 
July 15, p. 318 
July 15, 
July 
July 15 
July 
July 
July 1 
Aug. 
July 
July 
July 
July 1 
Nov. 
July 
Aug. 
July 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 
Aug. 


PevEpyUEY 


oS 


yb pEPe pPrEPyr yy; 
= : 


Nov. 3 


Sept. 16, p. 
Sept. 16, p. is. 
Aug. 5, p. 380. 
Sept. 16, p. 685. 
Dec. 4, p. 1082. 
Sept. 16, p. 717. 
Sept. 16, p. 
Sept. 16, D. 
Sept. 16, p. 
Sept. 16, p. 
Sept. 16, p. 71 
June 27, DPD. 23. 
June 29, p. 23. 
Sept. 16, are. 


Dec. 4, p. 1082. 


Dec, 


oumeer. at eaninenanes see decisions of 
wee at Galesburg, Ill.; see decisions 
> C: Cosmp. 906. 
cuties charge on ice; People’s Fuel 
and Supply Co. vs. Grand Trunk West- 
ern Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions of I. 
Cc. C.; p. 116. 


Switching; Hooven, Owens, Rentschler 

; | Be D. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. G3 498. 

Switching; i liscean Milling Co. vs. B. & 
O.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p: 497. 

Switching rates; Buffalo, Attica and Ar- 
cade vs. Buffalo & Susquehanna; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 577. 

Switching; Richmond "Chamber of Com- 
merce vs. Seaboard Air —" Ry. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 51. 

Switching; U. S. Button oo. vs. C. 

& P.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 

Tanbark; Hans Rees’ Sons vs. s. 
and I. and 8. 323, tanbark rates to 
North Carolina points; see decisions of 
‘. &, i. oe 

Tap line case; order: issued b Ps wae 
mission; see decisions of T. 451. 

Tap line; trackage agreement ith not 
permissible (Legal Dept.); - 941. 

Tap line case (Editorial); p. 493. 

~~ line case (Washington “Letter); Pp. 


495. 
Telephone; Wisconsin Commission decides 
——— of connection at Shell Lake; 
Pp. 
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Terminal charges; application of; Nevada 
federal court decision; p. 1089. 

Terminals and congestion; report by Bion 
J.. Arnold of Chicago (Short Haul 
Dept.); p.. 1036. 

Texas City harbor (Short Haul Dept.); 


P. . 

Texas freight rates; communication from 
Rufus B. Daniel (Open Forum); p. 242. 
Texas-Louisiana rates; Chamber of Com- 
merce of Houston vs. L & G. N. et al.; 
class and commodity rates between 
points in Louisiana and other states 
= ane in tees see decisions of 

Texas rate Meication: p. 433. 
article by R. E. 


Texas rate situation; 
Riley; p. 613, 

Clifford; opinion on advanced 
rate decision, p. 382; elected president 
of N. A. R. C., p. 965; sketch in Who’s 
Who; p. 1023. 


Throu n rate legal, though some lower 
“= a is'in effect (Legal Dept.); 
p. ; 

Through route, what is 
(Legal Dept.); p. 587. 
Tolerance; report of Committee of Na- 
tional Industrial Traffic League; p. 426. 
Toronto harbor reconstructions (Short 

Haul Dept.); Pp. 90. 

Townsend, F. 'B.: : traffic manager Minne- 
apolis & St. Louis; p. 262. 

Townsend, J. Fred; ceaapate graduated 
commodity rates as solution of problem 
of carload weights; p. 25. 

Tracing, useless (Short Haul); p. 484. 

Track scale weights (Legal Dept.); p. 435. 

Traffic manager and profits; paper by 
William S. Groom; p. 1032. 

Transcontinental rates; fourth section or- 
ders issued; p. 560. 

Transcontinental freight rates (Editorial); 


satisfactory 


p. 1109, 

Transit privilege; American Hay Co. vs. 
Central Vermont rp Co. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; 

Transit privileges; puameninn statement 
by carrier’s agent (Legal Dept.); p. 324. 

Transportation oF. express company 
(Legal Dept. ); Pp Pp. 

Transportation PY report 
of committee to -™ Industrial 
Traffic eC; p. 

Trap car charges; s stlate by R. G. Kreit- 
ler; p. 1058. 

Trap cars; petition of National Industrial 
Traffic League for suspension of tariffs; 


Pp. 929. 
Troan, William; 
and damage 


article on freight loss 
(Short Haul Dept); p. 


88. 

Truck; device wanted for ey all 
sorts of freight (Editorial); p. 910. 

Truck driver problem (Short Haul Dept.); 


p. 1101. 


Trucking all sorts of freight (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 1101. 

Trucking methods; wastefulness of; arti- 
cle by Fred A. Hortter (Short Haul 
Dept.); p.. 10387. 

Unclaimed shipment; carrier need not 
notify shipper (Legal Dept.); p. 726. 

Undercharges; collection of pts Dept.); 


pp. 781, 1135. 
qumeaere liability for 


Undercharges; 
(Legal Dept.); pS 

Uniform Dill of peat investigation of 
ae 8, paragraph 3 (Legal Dept.); 
Pp ; 

Uniform bill of lading; not applicable to 
_ shipments (Legal Dept.); p. 

Uniform charge for weighing; report to 
ee Industrial Traffic League; p. 

Uniform classification bill; report by 
house committee; p. 596. 

Uniform classification; ae of commit- 
tee at convention of N C.; p. 969. 

Oe 1077. of regulation ‘tditorials: pp. 

Uniformity of regulation; discussed by 
Railway Business Association; p. 1083. 

United States Express Co.; lines taken 
over by Wells, Fargo & Co.; p. 185. 

Unloading; time for; letter from George 
H. Wilbur (Open Forum); P33 140. 

Unreported Opinions; pp. 16, 89, 123, 
132, 247, 325, 396, 478, 511, ‘son. 608; 623, 
785, 846, 900, 944, 1032, 1099, 1137, 1190. 

Utilities and rate’ increases (Editorial); 


Valuation orders; Nos. 3 and 4; p. 25. 

Valuation; task before the Commission 
(Editorial); p. 46. 

Vancouver as a ses port (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 554. 

Vegetables; Kenner Truck Farmers’ As- 
sociation vs. Illinois Central R. R. et 
al.; Fourth Section Applications 2045 
and 3691; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Veneer; siagotnent Veneer Co. vs. Ann 
Arbor R. Co. et al.; see decisions of 
a, © 433 R.I68. 

Wages and * eventing (Editorial); p. 526. 

Waiver — four months condition (Legal 

263; 


Dept.); 725. 

War; obetructing sea traffic p. 
changes senate program, p. 263; makes 
opportunity for export trade (Editorial), 
p. 405; interferes with legislation; p. 
407. 

War tax act; what is . shipment under 
it? (Legal Dept.); p p. 

War tax or freight; a 985, 1022, 1025, 
1040, 1088, 1095. 

War tax on freight (Editorial); p. 565. 

Warehouseman; “a liability 
(Legal Dept.); 391. 

Washington coal rates: 


as 


,; Water competition (oditorial): p. 149. 
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Water line control; argument heard jn 
Washington; p. 1126. } 

Water on trains subject to regulation | 
(Washington Letter); p. 799. 3 : 

Water transportation; editorial trom 
Chicago News; p. 651. 

"a's naportation (Washington Leta 
er); p. 

Waterways sovo in Illinois (Short 
Haul Dept.); 

bah n= Ww. ‘y; Monon general freight 
agent; p. 778. 

Weighing rules and agreements; report 
of Geemaittes of National Industrial 
Traffic League; p. 426. 

Weight agreement; national form; p. 974 

Weights; presumption of law as to (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1096 

Weinstein, M.; "elidaiie of concealed loss 
claims; p. 975. 

Western advanced ida (Editoria}), 
149; Clifford Thorne’s expose of ola 
of ‘carriers, - 181; ontieesets Pp. 342: 
first of tari filed, p. 737; edito 
p. a petition for suspension of tariffs; 
Dp. le 

Western and other increases (Editorial); 
p. 1045. 

Western classification; report of Cormit- 
tee of National Industrial Traffic 
League; p. 972. 

— Classification Committee; docket 

hearings; pp. 240, 315, 429, 473, 6504, 
$32, 610, 643, 831, 934, 1056, 1134, 
Whisky, ete.; ; see Kentucky rates ley eled; 
82 

Whitelam, G. E.; address on claim pre- 
vention: p. 739. 

Whitelam, G. E.; circular issued on 
freight ‘loss and ‘damage; p 704 

Wichita rates; Wichita untaaan Asso- 
ciation vs. Clinton & Oklahoma VW/est- 
orn, 2 Ce. s al.; see decisions of 

Winaesin” id * gives: —- for lo 
agents (Short ul); p. 484. 

Wilson, H. G.; article * oe Cit 
stock yards ‘terminals (Open Forum 
» 83; discusses advanced rate decision 

Bp. 385; address at November meeting ¢ 
c e; p 

Wilson, President, and carriers (Edi 
torial); p. 997. 

Wisconsin; decision of state commission 
on telephone at station; p. 486. 

Woodworth, J. C.; communication on 
transcontinental freight rates; p. 828. 

wa. ease reparation (Washington Let 
ter); 

Work Sacre’ the Commission; circula 
issued by. People’s National Bank o 
Pittsburgh; p. 548. 

i the Commission (Editorial); 


Weateain, B. F.; explanation of his plan 
of co-partnership; p. 1026 
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